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ABSTRACT'
- Deigned to establish acomprebensive program. of-

"bilingual education in Spanish and Ehglish in schools with high-,
concentrations of Spanish dominant Mexican American students, the
project aimed to: increase the 'achievement levelt.of minority
students inthe.commuhication skills areas; provide for__ heir special
learning needs through a staff with special'skills; increase their
experience backgroundsi increase the hone support ter the students'
learning goals; ippiove their self-ciihoept tiroughlawa'reness of their
cultural heritage. l'or evalitation purposes, project objectives-Were
categorized into input, process, and- oucome objectives: These were
then evaluated via,classroom observations, p%rent and teacher
interviews, questionnaires, and standardized teststhe Hoehn Test of
Basic. Conderits,.Prescriptive Reading Inventory,' California
Achievement Test, Prueba de iectdra, Secondary Voc4ulary,Test,
'Rrinary Self- Concept Test, and. Piers-Hatris Children's Self - Concept,

- Test. Findings' included: thete was a significant increase in Spanish
reading'skials;.there were high And low gainm'ain English reading
skills; observations revealeUgenermily.adequate-levelS of "
,approptiat'clabsroOm instructional activities but very 1py revel of
incorporation of minority group students,' backgraunds and 'cultural
.hirifage into these insttugtionil activitlet4 successfu staff
training was conducted for.9 of the planned 20 days due to the-delay

Pal the. delivery of materials and'equ4pment for instruction. (HQ)
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DEFINITIONS
.

IC

-

.ESAA - Emergency School Aid Act ,passeel by C*Iagrei,tO spilt school
districts under' a court ordered desegregation plan..

mil Project - .ESAA Bilingtal/Biculturar Projec't in

.

Project Year - July 10973 td June 30, 1974

Bilingual Classroom - Project classrobm engaged in bill
and havinga bilingual teacher.

instruction

Team Classroom - Project, claSsroom engag4c1 in -bilingual.instructiod
and having a Monolingual teacher.

Monoliligual Classroom - Project classrocs yhere all instruction is in
_English.

. ,

Bicultural Classroom - Project,classroom where all instruction' is in

'Ehglish.

C.I.P.O. - Evaluation model dewelopeokby the Office or Evaluation

and used as a basis for this report.

.Q5 Level of Confidence - In the analysis Cadets reported here, this
means that in only 5 cases out of 100 the
difference observed between two measures
would have occurred by chance.' .

. 'SignifiCant Difference - This term is used only when the difference
between two measures reaches-or exceeds the
.05 level of confidence, .
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This r4P 8rt presents data collected duri the formal evaluation
-of the 1973-J974 ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project.in the Austin
Independent School District. TheBiiingua /Bicultural Project has
been assessed with the design set out by th Office of valuation's

.P.I.PsCl. Model. The` evaluation staff belie es'that adequate evaluation
, a bilAngua3 project with long-range goa\ 'must also beirlong-.Tange.

Illerefore, the student outcomes represented by the significant increag-e-
An Spanish reading skills and the mixed picture of high and low gains
in English reading skills will be even mare meaningful inthe light
,of scares'filom future years. ,

I

. ABSTRACT
4

The procest of delivery CI* proposed services to Project students met
,

with varied levels of success. Classroom observations revealed generally
adequate levels of appropriate classroom instructional activities but
vely low level of incorporition of minority group students' back-
grounds and cultural heritage into these instructional, activities.
The component designed to involve both minority group students and
non-minority-group students-tn. field trip experiences was carried' out
without the non-minority group students' participation.

1

The input of materials, thrift', training, and.'parent participation wa g
also mixed. Delivery of materials and equipment for instruction was
delayed. Generally successful staff training was conducted for
time of the planned twenty days. During interviews, parents responded
nositiiely 75% of the time to questions about their home support for
student learning goals..

Er the gains-in Spanish' eading scores are tlidzOst positive data re-
ported for the Project then the low level of culturally related
activities and the resultant failure.to meet the Project's Objective for
positive student self-concepts must be,considered the most disappointing
aspbdt of'the Project. Reading scores from future years 11 be'needed
to assess the Project's effect on the English communica on skills.

Ian
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P ROGRAM DESCRIPTION
. .

TheAustin.Independent School-District's Bilingual /Bicultural Project was .

foundetby a grant from the D4partment'of Health, Education, and Welfare
through the OffUe-ot Education under the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA).
Activities were funded for the period from:July 1, 1973,through.June 30,1974
for the amount of $800,000., The puriose.of ESAA is to provide resources for
the elimination of racial isolation la'school districts ender alhaegragation
otter by a federal court.' A .portion of the available funds,are designated c .

for the elimination of isolation of minority group Students whose primary
language is other than English by providing listructioA in their primary
1-

4

guage-and by emphasizing the contrib'utiodsof.theie culture. .

.

tin's Bilingual/Bicultural Project was designed blor establish a comprehen-
sive programofbilinguar education in 'Spanish and English id schools with
the highest poncentration of Spanishi'dominant Mexican'American students.
Eight schools participated: 't

.%

.
. ,

Allison Elemehtary Allan Junior High
Govalle Elementaiy Martin Junior High

-----Metz Elementary ,. . ---- Austin,High
Palm Elementary .

.--
Johnston High

-u

In the four elementary schools, a locally sponsored bilingual project' had
opeiated since'1970, beginning with kindergarten and adding one grade level
per year. Therefore, in 1973 these schools were beginning their fourth year .

of bilingual instruction. .The ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural Project then expanded
this locaa effort both horizontally and vertically to encompass nearly half
the students in'bilingual instcuction'and all the students in bicultural activ-
ities add to include all grades K - 5. Following a court-ordered desegregation
plan, the sixth grades were housed of two junior highs, each h.aAring one bilin-
gual clai3sroom.

The-secondary prograM was entirely new, providing one bilingual teacher for
each campustto team with dther teachers in introducing instruction in Spanish

--add activities relatidg to students' cultures to from 60 to 100 students at
each schoi.

Nine _major needs were identified to which the Project addressed itself. These
needs and their associated activities are described below.

To Increase the-Achievement Levels of Minority Group Elementary
.Students in the Communication Skills Areas

Activity: Optional bilingual and don-bilingual-classes were provided in, each,
Project elementary school. Thirty classes were designated "bilin-
gual" and assigned a bilingual teacher. Nineteen classes were -

designaped.'"teata° and were assigned a monolingual, teacher who
teamed with'a bilingual teacher'to pro7ide Spanish instruction.
Sixty-three classes were designated "monolingual" or "bicultural"
and were assigned a monolingual teacher who provided all instruc-
tion in English, but who conducted bicultural activities supported
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. by the Project. w,.
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Emphasis was placed Oa speaking, writing, listening, and reading
skills in both English and(Spanish in the bilingual and team.

.

classes. Social Studies and/or science, depending an.the ava4a---
bility of materials, were taught in 'Spanish in the fourth and
fifth grades:

.

Need: Tq Increase-the Achievement Levelecif Minority Group Secondary
Students in the Communication Skills Areas

Activity: A bilingual teacher was provided to each secondary campus to team
with a group of Social Studies and/or English teachers to provide

, a bilingual/bicultural aspect to eXisting classroom activities.

. The bilingual teachers conductea a variety of language and expe-
Yiential activities` designed to increase the studentst.awareness,
'of and pride in their own cultures as well as td.increw their
skills,in the communication arts in both Spanishapa English.

=MO

Need: To provide for the Special Learning Needs of Minority Group Students
through a Staff with Special,Skillsf,

Activity: Teachers and aides in project elementary and secondary schools
participated in a week-long "pre-school.workshop designed to pro--.

vide training in various areas germane to bilingual/bicultural
education. On-going training was provided for bilingual and team
elementary teachers throughout the project year on special in-
service workdays.

ieed: .To Increase thi Experience Background of Minority Group Elementary
and Secondary Students.

Activity: Students in Project Elementary and Secondary Schools participated
in a variety of field trip experiences, including an-all7day trip
tq San Antonio. . .

Need: To'Increase the dome Support for,the Learning Goals of Minority
Group Elementary and Secondary Students..

Activity: A Parental Involvement coordinator directed_the activities of eight,
Community Representatives whb were assigned to the four-Project
elementary schools. Principals and teachers ware assisted,in.com-
munication with parents and in encouraging parental participation
in school activities. ,Training sessions were conductedta increase
the parerits! awareness of school functions and their potential role
in future school activities.

'

N
Need: To Improve the Self-Concept of ority Group. Elementary Students

Through Awareness of Their Cultu al Heritage

Activity:'The use of the students! home and community language and the incor-
. ,poration of the students' backgrounds and cultural heritage into

instructional activities were used to'nhatice a positive self- '

concept for Project students.
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Evaluation Desipt ion

The evaluation design adoptedifor the ESAA Bilingua /Bicultural Pro-
ject is based upon the Austin Independent School D trict C.I.P.O: . 7
evaluation model (C =eontext, I = input, P = Pro ss, 0 = outcomes).:

-Chapier'III of this report delineates tie decision questions to which
this eftluatian raateR. Chibter, IV is a discussion of _the 'context

..it'Aich,theleoSect-operited. Chapter V details theobjectives-of
.Prolect in the three areas of input, process, and.oupcomes.

-Table III.d1 is an overview of the evaluation design showing the
relationship existing among the various levas of objectives.

.

T le 111.2 further details the outcome objectives. There are three
ma or objectives concerning btudent behavioral outcomes. Twoof these
are from the cognitive domain. __

,

. C
I. Studentswill increase theircdmmunication skills in both

Spanish ind English.
2. Students will increase their experience backgrounds.

The third is from the.affective domain.

3. iStudents will develop poditive self-concepts or maintain self-
concepts which are already positive,

All objectives concerned with student behavioral outcomes are measured :
by appropriate standardized instruments.

Table 1.3 is an overview of the process objectives associated with
the'abo anticipated student outcomes. Classroom Observers and the_Data ialist were assigned the major responsibilities in collecting
data pertaining tothese process objectives.

Table 111.4 summarizes the data collection and analysis relating to'
input-objectives. These objectives are stated in terms of parental
involvement and stalf trainingactivities.

major evaluation activity which-was not a part of the original design
as the interviewing of all roject teachers. The scope of the items
included on the interview.forms .nclu all program areas; therefore,
data collected relates to almost all bjectives at eachlilevel in the
evaluation.

"

10
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Outcome

Table' ITI. 1
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Input
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'Comtext

0

Cognitive . . .

1.

1.

%
Si

Significant increase in
scores on ....
.Prescriptive Heading Tuve&
tory '(Elementary Level).

InterAmericfurPruebas de
Lectura (Elementary & Set-
ondary Level)

. CaliforniaAOhle4ement Test.
.(Secondary Level) .

.

.

. , ,.

.

.

..
. .

..

.

1.

,

,

'

,

a-.-Weekly*iting, read-,
.ing, speakingl.listen=
ing activities

b. Appropriate use of
materials EuldAmethods

-.
availible

'c. Cooperation and plan..

sing by teacher acrd

aide. .

.
. -

v .

1.

. ,

1. a. and b. Completion of.,
: . , Summer Worksholl

', and ongoing in-

.
..service training

,. ,
. .

, I

.
.

4
.

c: Comiletion'of Aide/Teach,
er ipservice teeining

d. 1. 25% Parent partibi- '
potion level in,
school actlyitiell

, r
. 2. Training of parents

to,proNide home sup-

.,
port to student

learning god

1.

.

.

.

.

Title I. schools vith
highest concentratior
of Mexican Amerttan
students

,

_
.

. - ,
'

...

. .

1i .
. k

i'

' 1

.

1., Increase ectimunication

skills In Spanish and
in F15404sh

.

^

4-,

..

.

.

.

2. Increase in experience
background of students

-

2.

v

Significant 'increase in
vocabulary scores on ...
Prescriptive Reading Inven-

. tory (Elementary Level)
SEDL Vocabulary Test
(Secondary Level) '

2. PeticiPatioi in field
,

trips & cultural exchange
,

.

.

. . Money for field trip

.

, 1 /
.

2.

'

Sixth grade Center ,
,impletation. Dap., '

light Savings Time &
Fuel shortage limited
-locally spoisored
trips.

Affective ,

3.

-
.

Significant increases of
low scores or maintenance
of high scores on ...
,Piers-Harris Self-Concept activities.
= Test (3-61'
Primary Self-Concept'Scale

(K-2)
.

s

' - .

1

3.

,

.

Awmmm,
, ,

.

a. Incorporation of stu-
dents' backgrounds &
cultures'intb, class-
room

C

b. Human'Development'Pro-
implemented ac-

!Ming to guidelines,

... r

4' '

a. Conpletion,of Cultural
' Seminarin,Summer Work-

shop.

.

e ,

b. CoOpletion of,H.D.P.._
- workshOP. ,

_

-0
1 .

.1
.

-.
.,

.

1

.,

4

... 0...".
a

/,.

IIIN

'-
I "-N

' s - .
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. .

. ,

...
.

3. Increase in self-con-
cept of students
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DATA COLTZCZIOff AND ABALYSLS 91ERVIIEW
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Times and liethoda Persons ResponsibTa
Data Col] for Coirectioa

Persons.
Responsible
for Arolaysi.cr_>
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.1 materials -and net
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!..... - .
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aide r
.

.. -,
-
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. pie.- , ,

-.
.

b. _Classroom Observe.-

Alum Ourde.-, ratings
.of 3 put Of,5 -on 75$

.of items.

,

c. Aide Obser4ioa
Guide - ratings -of
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#9,3*

1. a. Monthly. check on
random basis__

.

. . .

b. Each classroom to
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.
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DATA COUxcriow MD 'ANALYSIS OVUNTEW

Input Objectives

Tines and Methods of Persons. Responsible
Data Collection

Persona pesponsible
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. and_ b. Couple-
of Sumer York-
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_training .

c. Completion of
Teacher/Aide
liorlasbcr?

d. 1. 25% parent
participation
in school ac-

- tirities
;!.. Rome import to

student learning
goals.

-

1. a. and b. Individ-.1.
natty develoed .
feedback and Te-

( action foratc

* '

c. gpecially de-
signed feedback

r 'en4 reaction
fora

d. 1. Sign-in
. sheets

2. 'Parent In-
view AMR - 813%
responses to
be positive

a. and b. At con-
elusion. of each in-

seiriCi yorksbcgr- '. : '
* . *

n. it. elusion of
each facer_ vice .

.

.
d. 3.. Continuous. - :

, -
A April & May, ,

Interdeving in
hoes by Casemity
Representatives r

.

3.. a. end b. Project
Eraluator

-

.

e Project 3valu-
ator

.
. .

tl.'/.. Parent In-
volvesent
Specialist,
malty Repre-.;
sentatives,Pro
ject Evaluator'

2. Parental. 'In-
volyessent Co-
ordinator Cos-
sanity Reire-;
sentative -

.

1. a. ,Inulap.Cargittation
of mean rOpgases
and anigysia of
variance abearrer
aPPZollitata -

c. ecsepatation of
"lean resiionses

- -00
_

.
d. 1. CcEputition of

totals and-per-
tentage of par-
enti parbicipat
,

2: Cceputation of_
'percentage of peat
tine responses

.

, -..

a. and b. Project Eva;-
int= mild Data Specialist _

1.
1

. Project Evaluator and
Dat.s. Specialist

I

4. 1. project EvalUtor ..
and-Data Specialist ,-

-..
.

,
2. Project Eva3zator
and Data Specialist

.

. i
2. Availability of

_- money for field
ps.4 _

2.° WM B/B Bpdget

,

2. Throughout year
.

. . .

2. Business Office, 2. Review of

.

. Project Evaluator
1

. .
3..`s. Ccepletion of

Cultural:See-
,-inar in Summer
vorkilbop .

cciapletion of
H.D.P. tram-- legi

.
.

3. a. SEDCWcerksbop
Assessment

b. H.D.P. fora;

it. .

3. a. Pre. ind.Post...
.. during vorkshop

._ . ---

b. At end of H.D.P.
training

4
- _

.

-3. a.. coordinator of
Summer 'Workshop

s
- . -.

. b,. H.D.P. con.
, sultant and Pro-

-ject Evaluator

,3. a.. t-test correlated
observations .I'

.

requiredb. As required by
H.D.P. fares

.

3. a. Project Evaluator

. .._
.
b. Project Evaluator
and Data Specialist

. ,

sa

t
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Sectiona#erapts to summarize the mass of data reported in this
volume load td- relate it to major decision questions which must be .

aglareS00' by :the= school disiFict as a whole :Tana the Project start
Specifica_lly. *These 'dedltsion questions are. divided- into "systesa level"
and "program level qu.estions. For each question, there is a reeom-
Me-Satiation and an explanation of the.basis for that recommendation.

,
I. Should tid Bilingual Program in the Austin Indeisendeirt;School,

Dist 'ct, as conducted by the ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project
in 7 74, .be continued at its present level, be revised, or be
disc ntinued?

Recatfsaendation

Thu
Bic
but
tra
st
sho
And:

illisgual Program as conducted by the ESAA Bilingual/
twral Project should-be continued at its present level-,
hould not be expanded to include any new area of conci3n-
ion nor to include any additional schools withc3ut a sub-
tial expansion of the support staff'. Existing staff
d concentrate more effcirt in the delivery of:materials
services to the classrOom teachers and aides.

Bas s for Recommendation
.

Cher interview data and teacher questionnaire data support
t conclusion that the delivery of material's and support services
t« Project iteichers vas inadequate to ensure maximum success
i meeting objectives, The, low percentage of input and process
0.1 ectives which met stated criterion levels reinforces these
t her comments. Three major factors contributed to this

uacy. First, late-notitication of fuiiding precluded
rig of staff .in time to adequately plan and proare-for the ,

oject's activities. Second, the enormous scope of the Project
overwhelming to s district with no overall_ plan for bilingual
cation and no comprehensive bilingual curriculum guides for

2. Third, no instructional coordinator was provided by the
oject to aid directly th4 teachers' organizing of thpir bilingual
siooms.

to of standrirdized Spanish reading tests indicate that
even with these firs year problems the Pioject teachers were
able to effeCt significant student gains. ilowever,the sud4enness
and enormity of the Project prevented the deliberate consideration
of goals all.d)objectives, roles and _responsibilities*, and the
appropriate pluming and staff training associated.with each;



Therefore, this recommendation is that the ESAA Bilingual/
Bicultur.alpr oject not be expanded, into any new curriculum -.
areas 'until' the staff has had time to carefully organize
and formalize the activities teguri 111'1973:

'2.; At what grade level should be Bilingual Program function
and vhdt areas of Spanish instruction are most appropriite,___-
for each grade level/.

a4.

liecommendation

Sufficient data to answer this question are not mailable;
however, there are indications that Spanish instruction
'most successful if begun_earlSr and continued through-the,
grade levels and that the incorporation of cultures into the
curritulum is beneficial at an...grades levels.

Basis for Recommendation

The Bilingual Program at each grade leiel 'K-12 has shown sage
positive effect; however, the more reliable gains,,made in Spanish
- reading in grades K-4 supports the sequential_appr.oach-of adding
one grade level to the instructional program each year as had ,,_

been done in the past.. Grade levels which had been part- of`
the previous peal bilingual effort shoved more: consistent'gains-
than did thosfe beginning ,Spanish inntruetion tor. the firit

tTeacher comments point to, important positiveeffects of the.
cultural aspects of the project in the upper grade.levels;-

'although, the Spanish instructional program, as implemented in
the-upper grades (5-12) met many obstacles.

B. Program Letrel Decision Questions

1. What Staffing patterns shbuld be employed in schools partici-
pating in the Project? Should teaming of bilingual and mono- .

lingual classes continue?

Recommendation

The teamiat of bilingual and monolingual teachers should. continue.

Basis for Recommendation

The stadent gains for both the bilingual teachers./students..and
the monolingual team teachers/ students in Spanish vere significant.,
'Clessrsom obServation datesuggests ,that a student assigned to
the bilingual teacher receives about twice as much. Spanish in-
struction eat the student assigned to the monolingual team teachers,
hovevei, were there no teaming, the ,gain recorded by..the later

--student probably -would not have occurred.



_ 7 ' .... .
filist staff development activities should he a part of the
P;roject? -.

1
...,

) .

ilieconunendaticm, `

13eafellers prefer and.teed training in the, area of classroom
management and practical, usable methods and materiels._ Tra Ini-1111;
should be conducted to 'consider the various experience levels '
of the staff.

G .. -
... #_ - `#.

*.".Basin for Reeommendetion ..-_-.
.\., 9

Teacher com4ztts from workshop reaction forms, the teachse.r
questionnaire, and the intervieva.indicata a strong preference
and need for isra.tical, training appiop'riate to their specific

"classrookt activities as opposed to additions), inspirational .

or philosophical discussions of bilingpaVeducatica. Class-
room observations alsosupport this by`the the low fatinge
in some areas (erg. incorporation of studehtsl 'backgrounds and
culture into 'classroom activities). .

Many teacher comments refered to the wide experience 'range of
"teachers and the need for training to consider present com-
petency levels.

V

-12-



V

coNTExT

7116_ context is defined in the Austin lidePekdent School 'District's
eValuatios model as that portion of theprograra_situntion over ,

xh3 cat d_irrogram has no control. The context of the ESAA Bilingual/
:bicultural Project is described here so that Ali _data, conclusions,
and recoMinendations which follow may be.considered in relation to all.'
the ,non,TprOject variables existing simultaneously with, project
influences.

DeMograyhic ,Data

Table V. 1 presents the general demographic ate foPthe eight
Project schools. All schools are below district averages for mean
"faSily income and above district averages for percentage of minority
grgirxp students enrolled' (with the exception of Austin. High).

Achievement Data . A

StUdent achievement entry levels in 73-74 for ProjeCt etielen-tary

schools were lower than the district median for all schools as il-
lustrated by the data from the second and:fourth grade testing
January., 1972 on the California Achieiemeirt) Test (Cable IV. 2).

School Personnel

Table T. 3, breaks 41Own the professional staff in each Project . school

by ethnic group. Generally, these faculties consist of a larger
percentage of minority group members than the district as a whole.,
The percentage of minority group faculty members is, however; lower
than the percentage of minority group students enrolled in Project
schools s S.

,Table y. reports ,the ratio of students to professional staff in
each Prole elementary school. In each case there are fewer students
per professional in Project eehoold than in the district as a whole.
'When only teachers and students are considered, again Project ele-
-mentary;schools have a smaller ratio (Table -V. 5).

se .

Table 2.r. 6 identifies the additional personnel at ,eiich Title I
campus by position and funding source. This data also indicated the
number.of teacher aides and co=unity, repreientdaves on each campus
which were not included in the previously reported data on professionaL
staff-. Excluding personnel from the Bilingual/Bicultural Project, the
four Project elementary. schools have the following number Qf para-
professionals not avallable iA none-Title I schoold. ,

Allison -
Garalle 5 5/8

O

;Metz 5/8 .

Palm - 3 1/3
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a Table 4, 1 Epthllfient 1973-74'

--,,*
School ....

.--/,,

,,

'Itnitalment

Mex.
Amer.

' .

- Rlack

',,,.: .

Other'

_-

,

Rile" :

'Income N
...,.: : :

Allisin 759 - 86%__- 1.74%----. -3%- ' -76%

Goville -_ 798-- --'
..

69% AV --7% . '' 7

Metz 5921 98% 1%.

Reim , 40
. -- , 98% 1%- . -' -41% - -- 8

Allan 1334 - ,68% : 29% . %-.-_ 4,-,89%
.

,Martin 777 90% 9% 0. -84%

Austin 1576
-

'24%
,

:-59% -21%

Joiniston. 1699 . 67% 28% . '5%., .--
.

r

-33%

tditrict 5 &,332 . 23$. .15%- 614_ 23%.
.

.

4 0,

Table" V. 2 California Achievement Test Scores 1972-73

i

School ,

0

Mean Total Reading Mean'Toial Math _

2nd
*

4th 2nd. 11th-*t

Allison 4158
,..-=

3.3 1.80 , 3.61

dovalle . 1.76
,

3.44 ..,/ 1.90 3.67

2itz - 1.72 3.63 2.02 3.73

Palm '

6

1.80 3.17 1.90 3.33

'estAct
(Median school
leverage) .

2.78

.

4.53 2159 4.62
._

1

....
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t - -,
,.

-1 - . t
0 .liable N. a Ifthai4 Copposition'of Vactilti0A.

ir:,-
lechodl ..- 'Amer.an,, 'Amer. B1ack-' Other

. - _. .
=_Alistiii. H.S. 4%*

.
87% .

Johnston H.S. 16% 13%

Allaa ,J.H:S.-
1 .

3-1%

s

66%-

--,i- -:
_.:,

-IT - -...

, . .. ._

kartin J.K.S. e 21$
.- , '''.....,,i

4."4) .0 . '-`. -,_73.%

.?---,

"5.1-

'AllisOn Elem. 19% %- 21%
.

60%4

.

- 42

Govalle Elem. . ' 33% 19% r', 48% 52 .
. ..-

Metz 'Elea. '33% 15% --- e* 52% 1/4.,--17

.y

40:

;Palm Mere. 23% 20,t 51%( i 3O

District 14%-: , '8oic 3_4.055

""--- Table Ratio. of Studetrti to Professional Personnel-,
-

"School ,Ehrollment
ProfesSioaal-
Peraftael-

r.
. .

Ratio;

-Allis-oh-
--, :

-----:-,- 759 18/1

Govaile 798

-Metz ; 4:0_ 15/1

Palm - 498 __ ' o ., 1611

`District 58,332 1,055 :- '19/1-

e
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- '-- - ,------- -- j-1be.Lt I tarz C iar1s ob isto alsist th diagnosi4 student eartLn probli ath prescribe to the clan tezch..r the noet *fftc:ive vsi(4 to,eflnfmte -or redcg tbm poble*. She/be will assist the cleesroos tsathe in £OUOVLng through with tis 1%rescriptLoa.:1 -- - --1 *

--.-'-
The-title 1 leiding Te1cber'sJbb is to operate the Raad1zg Cters in their heol. Special aterizlt szri equlpuent wili e located atthes skttzs to-give -sIntivelding tr*iniug acd rueedi*tion.
. ZClo-fjed ional wt works as a er of the school tt in al1eviatiog social, uetical so lealog prob1s of cbillre,-rtic4arlylov slf-cqncepts, The'Counse10 cootdinate. his efforts with those of the principal, clwroou teacher, Visiting Tucher, Learning COOtdinatOr, -. --£cm1ty ReprelentaLve, zz other school et ad inistve perioroel.

t

per a siailir role7 to * Counselor' s'bowêver she is t ctifid. This tèschetposxuus cetency in th* areas of cMl4'lopeeitt,bavio dynazics, learning theory, cnrricubx dewloent mud ztgndatdised tut*zudau.areats.
Thé-Ztls-j Coosmity- presentatie isa paraprofessional o servis as a lieson between the ecb4 and t iattrprst needs *4 objectives. Ee acts astranslator itn necessary,, and stir' ats parent participation in Ichool-activitit.

- -
- & Titi t Resource Aide -works bglf-tine as a library aide, *4 half-tine with the itI* I Z.adin st OC i0ue11,r the P.eeoIro Aid. will assist teuLit7-R*pt a inwolving he parc2ts-in the school ectivitieg.

.

The Title I T ltarten Aide assists ,tha Zg*T't.rI 'eacher in the classroos,. in ubatever capacitie, the teacher -wishes- to nse her/bin.
-The ITL tear roe nordinators job is sinLlir to the title l Learning coordinitor role. b. provides teacher tr{nfng and help. t&chers with-vnetbogaertajs, P--

--

:--- - -

-
The __ xselor'g job is the s as the titi. I CouIaelcr'z job-.
The $fT11T5P zidance Teacher's job jg the s as the Title I G'F"ce Te&cbar'*. - --

-.
- -

:--Th Ti.TePK Cciity Representatt,e' i job is to stay in close touch with parenti end get iiee involved In-schoOl *cti,iti.s help obtain epaciel ptedt&
rsices for the students, They are in charge of Parent Toy t.tjng Library work -with woltLár progrees, take learning ustirials to bones aaaeegyto increase parental mreneis of early childhood coitive and

aff*ctivedtvelop.ect. ---
- - --

- The SfiTS1wrri!eaouzce dUe's job is to provide special help ii"tuxnLng kifls on" to r.adia.- - --- -
-

_;,__-__-
5- - --The 'smu.Lriu Mde's job fs to help the ts&ther. in the 4aszroosiby -"i aetarUl., totorfag, chechiag studieS work, *4 parforaing clerical

- -

- -y-: ---_t------,- -- S S

5-
- -

-- -- --
The fevvsvr lcdis- Aide's b is to provide .pseializ.d help eq teacb(rs in eejntance *4 C net of their audjo-vjeeal equlpusur.
Th aree Avare- g CcnsUltznttg job is to developaaterial 4 assiktbà cLassroom e.-lqs in developing nst.rielz thick will result in the d(sice& reading -'
akLlja *4 at the s tine make the student aware of the vorkiug world. 21*se -eet.riels will strése cettais. attitudes, pride, dependabilly, resonsibllity, ,,

andselfvareneu,
-

-- l Mflrial13Ló4tural s job is to work in the lulL raaerdom. (as
defined at .h school) in radu i 6 Lfag ( t. attdxasat of the

-

obj*dti øf the 8i/3L project. Each aide will iork -with cc. particular grads level ucdr the- iypervLsiooi-the MIingc&I teacher at that grad. iev.i.
The 3LIuip'BLcultural Crrfculun Writer at Seth hilt school -wilLconktruct units to be UtiUsad

b'-ei1tlu-i.ithsraaS hi/li aides at that jcbool. '
*;ilialJMculeóiaj Cumunity Zeprestnativts -will work under tii'. mzper$'isioeof the IL/IL Parent Inolve.snt-oordLnstor. One of the C"ty Reps -will

i.orj mainly iit parents who b*v. preschool child-ten, in developing *4 disseminating -& $chet to instruct parents in teachIng their 3, -4, *4 5 year-oUt in
prst.chool teadiness concepts. The other Gmity Rep at a&ch school -will work -mainly with parents whose diildr.o See ill in school, .ticouragiug thee to dee - -

tO school *od get LWO1Vt& in the educational rocesse., tutoring thildrn st school.

The Migrant Prqgra. Te&chor pravid a laisg. aresThral eoznLcatLan
inittuttlonal, progree for student, frgè aipant £*4U*s This pragree concentras-çoerasdingandnathareas.'

.-. ' t.-- --
-Th&lILgrt 1rr'ajgastst. the Migrant teether in coastruetion of materi., checking *tud.nti' work, *4 clerical -- --'- -

5- -- 'r- - --
-5---5The Ptoject Assist eadine Ade- teaches,, reading or readi:ng tesdlntgs in grades X - 6, uriUzing the teading materials avaiZ?ble at each school. Each Reading4 -- -- -i

&iderLli work-with one partf'la grade Level under the direction sod supervisiod of th teachete a thzt giede level. In additloit therm is afloattsig aide", it each exp eut*L school.

1.t. * - --



43_ z

rovided

_
.

Two of the Projectts elementary schools; 'Metz and Palm, Eu4 target
s-chools fez' Project Assist, a. project which provides teacher aides
ta.assiat teachers in reading instrnctiou.

i,ocal 'Bilingual -ProCism

In 1970, each of the Project elementary schools,3)egan a locally
Sponsored-Bilingual Program. This prograpA previded minituti staff .

_training and resources, bjrt Aid iwrolv a: in grades. K-2
previous to the Bilin4a1/Bicultuial et in Scale torm_of Spa-

-nish instruction.

Overall, Bilingual/Bicultural/Bicultural Projecl schools arse not trepresentative

the_Austin. Independent School Distrik. as a whole. Pirojeceschoo3.s
are characterized by a large ,MeAlcan-Arieri* population, lot fatly
incomes, larger than average faculties, andlower'; than average sten-
da.rdized ecchievement test scores.. .

O

I

3.2
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Thee-f011owing pages briefly outline the 'stated objectives of the
73-.74.ESAA ,Bilingltai/Sicatural Project. There are three major

categories of -ollectives, eachcategory corresponding-to one of
he -mairf dOisions of the CsI.P,O. evaluation model. The first

-`1. tang Objectivest followed by Process ObjeCtives,kand then-
Input_Objectives.

V1

B.JECTIVES

Far.eaa in`dividtal_ objective, there is a detwIted,statement of_
, -that'Objective,,a stzitembnt of the of attainmept for that

_ objective; and an overview of the evidence relatirig to the_level
of _attainment. The reader_ is referred to the apprapriate'Appendi-.
ces whick include more technical reporting of the data collected
corresponding -to_ each objective.

-20- e)
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:INPUT 6.11JECTIVtS

OBJEd.t.v4 (La and b) .

r . 7: -, 41
IF

f ..
.,, Teachers in Project school will partitipate in the following inservice

training Sessions and 'will respond positively to specially designed
feedback and reaction forms. Positively is defined as a minimum 'mean
response of 3:.5 on a fire point scale with five-

,
being the most pr,#tive '.,,scale value:

Sumer: 5 days -

On-going:3 days -

-

Bilingual Methods and Materials (Bgingual teachers).
Spanish Ifinicourse (Mancilingual and Team -teachers)

Bilingual Methods and 11:1,erials {Bilingual and Team
teachers): I

1,EvIEL -og-ATTABIHENT:

Sumer: TWO OF THE FIVE DAYS OF TRAINING WERE CONDUCTED. RATINGS
EXCEEDED THE CRITERION LEVEL.

On-going:STISCEE DAYS OF 'TRAINING WERE CONDUCTED. WO OF THE THREE
DAYS MET THE CRITERION LEVEL. NO SECONDARY TEACHERS ATTENDED.

EVIDENCE:

Sumer: An equivalent of two of the days during Summer Workshop were
devoted to bilingual methods and materials for bilingual teachers and
the Spanish minicourse for maiOlingual and team teihhers. Results from
the reaction form used at the conclusion of the sessions show, that the

-overall rating given by participants was.4.0(this is. converted from
2.0 since a reversed scale was used) ,See

Ongoing: Three days of inservice trAning_in bilingual materials and
_methods were conducted for elementary 'bilingual' and term teachers through-
out-tht 7?-74 school year. _Miro of these thre4 days were rated above 3.5_
by the participants; howeyer, the third was not. These three dm and -

their overall' ratings

November 6, 1973 - General Methods and Materials -
- rating,- 2.55 1See Appendix.a

language Master Vorkahop-
, rating, 4.4 (See Appendix L)

. "Make It Yourself"'
4."9 (SeesAppendii4)



--There was no inservice training conducted for the secondary bilingual
teachers.

= _OBJECTM_ (1-,c);

Teachers and-aides in Project schooli will partiCipate in two days of.
Inser3rice training related to aide/teacher relations and will respond
positively to a specigiya designed feedback_ fora._ Positively is de-
f.ined---as- a_ainimua atek, rest:base of 3.5 on a five point scale_vith
five _being the most positiVe scale value.

*PLOP gam;_
-

_ ONE DAY.OF TRAINXN( WAS CONDUCTED. RATINGS EXCEEDED THE CR111411011
-1EVEi.- -N O SECONDARY TEACHERS_OR AIDS PARTICIPATED,
EVIDENCE-:

z _

The one day _Of training was conducted on various dates for the different
grade isFeas- however, only elementary pefionne.t attended. Yurther detail
is reported in Appendix N. The overall rating giveit by participants
was 4.01.

OBJECTIVE

By the end of the'Project year at least 25Z of all parents in the Project
schools will have participated in one or sore of the followfitg activities:

Tutoring program Parent sponsored pipgrams
Volunteer on field trip Other volunteer activities
Parent training .

LEVEL OP ATTAINMENT- :

WORDS KEPT ARE INWFICIEST TO MEASURE THIS OBJEOTIVE.

EVIDENCE:

The principals-at each Project school were to keep records' relating. to
this objective. In Novembei, 1573, the Prlject Evaluator discovered
that these records were not being kept and in cooperation with-the,
Parent Invoivement Coordinator outlin'ed procedures for the Community
Representatives_ at each school to be responsible for the records. How-.
ever, inconsiftent and inaccurate procedures were followed by the Com-
munity Representative4z and the data collected was piece:deal4nd unre-
liable.

A general survey of the records JP.ve:i to the Office of Evaluation shows
that a small :limber of parents participated in a large number- of activi-
ties; however, there is no evidence of d base of parental partici-
pation ill 13 ali;21 activities. -

-22- 35



AWJECTIVE (1. d.s2)

P arent91 awareness of student learning goals, activities; an progress
_

will result in Acceptabl4 answers to 80% of questions on a.parent ques-
tionnaire:desipled to measure _home support for student. learnihg goals.

tis "z

35% OF= THE RES,PON SES =ME WiRk ACCEPT-PLE.
..4#1% OF 1:11E PARENTS GAVE AT 'PAST 80 'POSITIVE RESPONSES.
9 OF THE 15 ITEMS WERE AN SilivELY BY AT LEAST 80X OF THE
PARENTS.

EVIDENCE:

Appfendix B details the results of the questionnaire. From the sample
of .parents interviewed by the Cositmity,Representatives 76i o --the
mothers' and 72% of the fathers' responses were acceptable as_ defined
By the Project staff. Fifty-fou percent of themothers and 34% of -
the fathers gave a minimum of 80% positive resporuteis Of the 15 hears
reLited to thitirobjective, 9 (602) were responded to positively by at
least 802 f the parents interviewed. -

C

OBJECTIVE (2):

.Money will be available for students is Project schools to participate
n field trip experiences.

LEVEL OFATTAIN16316:

FIELD TRIP REQUESTS WERE DENIED DUE 70 LACK OF FJINDS-.,

EVIDENCE:

A review of the field trip recordifor the Project reveals that, there
was a surplus o funds available for field trips am that no, requests
for these funds was denied on the basis of insufficient monies.

4.

Am.

'
OBJECTIVE -(3.a) :

-

Sixty percent of:the participants in the Cultural Seminar will demonstrate
a significant increase in their knowledge-of minority cultures AS measured
by pre and post 'Scores on a specialli:constructed test. SignificantwiLl'
be defined as a _statistical probability level of -.10 or less. Project
teachers will paTticipate in seven days of culturally related activities
during the Summer 'Workshop and two additional Aays during the schooeyear.

LEVEL OP ATTAINMENT:

PLANNED POST-TESTING/WAS Nox CONDUCTED. TWO DIES OF THE CULTURAL.SEMINAR.
WERE CONDUCTED DURING THE SUIfiviER WORKSHOP. NO INSERVICES CONDUCTED
'DURING- THE YEAR.*

1 -23-
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The Austin IndePendent School Di;trict contracted with the Southwest
Educationak_Developmenk LaboratoryLaborato to._ deign an. appropriate test. to
measure -this objective. When the' SummerNorkshop_ was red-ucid from

- 15_ clays to five and-the Cultural. Workshrp tam seven to two, the deci-

_- starry:is lade _not to give- the test as a pre -posh measure. The test
WAS _given. -early, in the_ workshop and is available for administration

at some,tiabe future. 7

The equivalent of only two days of the Cultural Seminar were ccuiducted
_

__and neither .of the days _planned for on-going trpinin during the school_ , -
y_ear--Was- conducted.

11...1ECTINE (a.b):

t least 50Z of, the participants will implement the Human Development

gran in their classrooms. Circles will be conducted accoing to the
guides in the Institute for Personal Effectiveness in Children theory

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT:

NO H.D.P. TRAINING WAS CONDUCTED

EV,IDENCE:

- The Suomi Workshop was reduced from three weeks to one-and the H.D.P.
training was postponed. The training was never rescheduled du'ring the

-school year.

= 4-
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_ImacTirz Thial=
_

PR_ B E C_T V E S_

ProjeCt elemejliary students in bil classes willl'artiCipete
in wePkiy writing, reading, spe and listentng activities _.

in both Spanish4 and Th.tel/sh. Teaehers will keep a -weekly writing_ _,
ample for each student available on file in f iderst

. . ii
:LEVEL, OF ATTAINMENT:,

TEACHERS WERE ROT REQUESTED TO IMP WEEKLY G SAMPLES; THEREFORE
NO MEASURE IS AVAILABLE FROM THE PROPOSED SO CE, HOWEVER, CLAsS= ; -
ROOM OBSERVATION DATA SHOWS THAT BOTH APPRO WRITING AND AP-
PROPRIATE ORAL LANGUAGE ACTIVITIES IN SPAifISH.AND _ENGLILSR WERE BEING
(XHIIHICTED IN BILINGUAL AND TEAM CLASSROOMS AT AN ADEQUATE *LEVEL AC-
CORDING TO THE CRITERIA ESTABLISHED BY THE PROJECT_ STAFF

AVIOgN6E:

During each a e three observationsoof a3:1 bilingual and tees
classrooms, the lassroom Observers rated the 111 i t and appropri-
ateness of or guage activities, and writin4.8.stivities in both
Spanish and English. The criteria for the ratings` 'were designed
so that A score of three on.a scale from one to five, one being
little evidence .and five being much evidence, 'would reflect on ade-
quate level of performance. For the three' observations of both

- bilingual and team classrooms, the overall, ratings assigned by the
Observers to both oral language activities and writing activities
exceeded 3.00... Fdrther detail is reported in 'Appendix A.

dit

. . . -
The teachers and aidesodi are teaching bilin,gual biassestrill ef-
fectively utilize the method and materials developed for use in the
Bilingual/Bicultural Rroj . Effectively will be defined .as minimum.

_
score of three out of fil: on 75% of all factors on a scale to be con-

_

strutted for the p e of measuring this objective.

iiRtm,or. AITAIMENT:

FORTY -SIX OF THE FORTY-NINE BILINGUAL AND TEAM ELEMENTARY CLASS-.
ROOMS MET_ THIS OBJECTIVE DURING AT 4,EAST ONE OF THE THREE OBSERVATIONS
comma).

. TWENTY-SIX OF Tit FORTY-NINE BILINGUAL. AND TEAM ELEMENTARY CLASS-
ROOMS MET THIS OBJECTIVE, WHEN THE AVERAGE. OF THE THREE OBSERVATIONS'
RATINGS ARE CONSIDERED. NO GS MADE DURING SECONDARY cDASS-
ROOK OBSERVATIONS.

-25-



Each bilingual:end team classroom was observed three, times durinfi
the year;_ .Each a''tlassroom Observer fated the classrooms on_
fourteen factors*astociated with this objective.. The Aetailed re-
sUlti_ of these observations are reported in Appendix A, These, _

results s-show that twenty- eight 'of die thirty (93%) bilingtia4 class-.
roots Were rated three...or above on at least 75% of the factors daring _

at leatt one observation. :Eighteen of the nineteen (95%).-team 7

classrooms-- reached the 75% criterion at least once,.
:

Wien the ratings _for the three observations are averaged- and the.
percentage of mean ratings above three is used -CO. determine which
claisroems met_ the' objective, then eighteen bilingual (64%) and.

v-eight team_142%). classrooms met the objective.

The Classrbom Observation Guide developed for use _in s_econdary., _

classrooms chid not include scales on which to rate cilis-sroom.activ-
Atieg. Therefore, no ratings are available from which thia)Dbjec-
-tive can.b4 mepured. Descriptions of the activities condUcted

,in the secondary bilingual classes are included inAppendix,C:

- .
OBJECTIVE (1. e

Teachers in the Bilingual/Bicultural Projec.t who have aides will
'utilize the aides in a way consistent with the aide job descri-P4on
and maintaiii.a poditive relationship with his/her aide. 'The aides

_ in Bilingual/Bicultural. Project will demonstrate an understanding
of their role and will maintain a cooperative and positive relation-
ship with the teachers to whom they are assigned. Meeting of this

'Objective will be te.itheeas a minimum rating. of -three out of five on
all factors of a specially designed aide. observatiiin instrument.

-

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT:

AIDES_ OBSERVED RECEIVED A MEAN RATING ON :EACH FACTOR HIGHER THAN 3.0. ,

EVIDENCE :

Bilingmtl. aides were observed by the Classroom Obliervers during the
..ispang df 1974. Iluring each observation the Bilinglual Aide Ob-
servation Guide -was completed. The aides' performance lies rated
on thsplar.,gpriate scale for factors relating to this objective.
The mean rating given for each fa"Oor ranged frpm. 3.5 to 3.9. More
detail and discussion of the results of these observations: are
eluded in Appendix D.



ti

a

,. , '-s-
-Elementary-- Students ,in Proje0, .elemenTtary sciaooiS will participate
in -more _field trips during the 74-75 kicliool year than duritig. the
reviousi school' year; These additional fi,e1d4ript.wi.l.kbe s_. :Part

a cultural....e4clunige project providing Project* students and major-
grolii)_ students front otb,er schools at least one tay of interaction

ed by various joint field gips to vointp of Merest.
%.,

sdart' -: Studeilt in secondary bilingual. classes '3:1.11 -pirticipate
cries of field trip exPerienc- es including a. one-day _trip to_

, .1..of interest in San Antoni*. -.,
' -.

LEVEL -ATTAINMENT: 1
. . :\ i

g Y - STUDENT".:, IN PRWECT.ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS PARTICIPATED IN
. ONLY \'.i0 MORE FIELD TRIPS DURING Tug n-Di_ SCHOOL YEAR.

LiOVIEVIT, B INTERACTION ACTIVITIES WITH MAJOHITY-HOUP STUMM; .
:-.

: ...--

--.. SECOWARY - STUDENTS IN SECONDARY BILINGUAL CLASSES DID PAITtIC3:P--.
_ TN, A. pimp T IP TO SAN ANTONIO; iiiiiiEVER, ONLY 01tE OF THE FOUR SCHOOLS_

_

t 47443NIX,R.zer.0 A. OF LOCAL FIELD TRIPS. " A.. . -

EVIDENCE:
,

nexelittry endix 0 reports the comparisonof field trips 'taken,-.1xt
72.-73 to field, rips taken in 73-74 for the district es a whole and
for each. of the our Project.lementary schools. Althodgh
trict discourage field gips gecause of the fuel ishortagef Pioject
elementary ,studan participated in virtually the as number 'of
trip's as 'during e 'previous year. The lumber of actual -times a -

Project student pa tf.cipaEed in a field ,trip in the 73-74 irchooliyeai.-
was two percent gr. ater thaw the number for the 72 73 -schOol year.'

.

The plans for the teraofica activities to he asdociated with the-,
old trips were noa iMplemented;. thus, Project siudehts,dia not

pate in any tivitieb with Majority-group` studened from other

.
.-,.

ry - Appendix alio reports the number IA field tripa:in. ,,..
;4.,,,A.,,,, him 41.1dents insec dary bilingual pluses participated. In_.. , :-
; addi n to the one -day pip -to San Antonio, ,ptudenta_at,To'bnston,,

partic pateci_in seven 1 al trips, ,students, at Austin in,eneItical
trip, inad'students iii an And Batt no lo--friliiir. .

OBJECTIVE (3.a):

By:the end of the project riod in Attie, 1974, the -staff will havk,-
itaioniitraieli their Icamiledg of the ainority-group ctilture gy,the
Utill.Matiori of activities materials which incorperrate iincirity7,- -

-4r.outr-,Culture into the-,rou e of the. classroom. ,- . i

,



Elk

NONE OF tHE BILINGUAL CLASSROOMS, -THE TRAM CLASSROOMS, OR THE
MONOLINGUAL CLASSROOMS AS GROUPS RECkiv/2) A RATING DEFINED AS
ADBQUATE'lli TiiiieAREA INCOILPORATING THE STUDENTS' BACKGR
AND CUTITITRE INTO CLASSROOM ACTIVITIES DURING ANY THE
ROUNDS OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS.

Oject_ classrooms were observed three times during, the sdhoo
ear,, texCer4 maTiolinival classes at Metz and. Palm which were
rved. t4iie) by_ tile Classroom Observers. During each Otis tion,

th.e_classroaMS were rated on, two factors related` to this Objq ive.
Out-i'actof recorded references tO students' baCkeirounds thaw and
:col:Immunity pnd the otDer recorded references to the :studentV
tural heritage., The'criteria`used were tatigned that ti ing
'of_thrge on a five point scale, one ,beingno evidence-and fi e
being nu&Widence, would reflect adequate_imcarporatici of stu

-w -7
dents! backgroiind and 'culture into classroom activities.

(

Appendix A reports the results of the obs tions in' det

group of -be-tethers reached the 3.0 criterion lug a1iy of t r e
observations conducted. Mean ratings for monolingual and am 0
classrooms were consistently below 2.0, while mean ratings ols

bilingual classrooms. were above 2.0 but below ,

OBJECTIVE (3.bl:
*

Guidelines for the Human, Dqvtloinent Program will ber sd in
classiqoins implementing Humala Development Progrpa actAvi es.

LEVEL OF ASTAlEMENT:
.

V ' ' Z

The planned inservice training,for teachers iii th4-11uman Dpvelopment*
Ptogram was not conducted nor were materials required prvided to

_.

teachers,: . , _de" -

..". a . de" : '

,
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°anther-WE
4

_ Students ±u t1 project kin4ffarten classes will have aehievett
the middle-socioeconomic-lexel midyear national norm (35:3) as

-__measured by__VAe Boehm Test ot Basic Co

e

LEVEL -OF. kw/131mm:

CONSIDERING THE PROJEM AS A WHOLE, TRIS OBJECTIVE WO- Akli3:EVE17.

EVIDENCE:.

The average post test total score for all-199 _project_ ergarte,n

students from whom scores were obtainedvas 35:3, whieh is equal
to the normattv score for middle socioeconomic level stu-,

dents tested at ear. It is worthy of note, hoWever, that
there was .some tion among the four_sehoo3s-Ain; :the level _Of
attainment on this* test. In two of thi..fote schools (GOValle and

Plabx) the average midyear score was ectiewilat greater thEyt 35.3,.
while in the other two schools (Allison and Metz) 4the average
scores were'slightly lower (34.3 lira 33.11, respectively)._ Since '.

the objective was stated in terms of the project as.a whOle,lacw.evei,

it can be cpncluded that, while two of the schOols did not %lite
reach the specified level, the overall mean of 35.3 does. indibati.
that this objective. was achieved. 'See Appendix P foil, further
discussion. of the data obtained with this instrument.

By the end of the project per-Joe-in 1974 a statistically significant

(P ..05) higher number .of students'' at each Bilingual/Bicultural Project

elementary school will achieve mastery on at least 50Z of the reading _

objeCtives selected* for that level as measured by the 14cdral-14111/CIB

Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI) over the level"achieve; on an ad-
ministration of the PRI in September, 1973. (*Classr2R4 teachers, under

the supervision of the Title I Learning Coordinator, Title t:Re. aUng
Coordinator, anLBilingual/Biculeural Project Co sta_r,' sriLi:seiect

-1# from the PRI those objectives whieh will be emphasized at thesie school

and various levels. during the project).

tEva. OF ATTAIN :NT:

CONSIDERING. THE PROJECT AS A WHOLE, THIS OBJECTIVE WAS NOT ACHIEVED,
THERE WERE, HOWEVER, LARGE DIFFERENCES IN LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT IN b/F-
PEROT SCHOOLS AND GRADE LEVELS. AT ALLISON' SCHOOL, THE OBJECTIVE

yeLS ACHIEVED IN 2ND. GRADE, BUT NOT fl 3RD. OR 4TH. GRADES. AT BOTH
GOVALLE AND METZ, THE OBJECTIVE WAS ACHIEVED IN 2ND. AND 3RD. GRADES,

BUT NOT IN 4TH. GRADE. AT PALM, THE OBJECTIVE WAS NOT ACHIEVED IN
EITHER. 2ND. 3RD. OR 4TH. GRADES.
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. .
-- -At Allison school, significant increases in number of Itudents achieving

mastery were observed on 16 of the selected 21 (76%) objectives in 2nd.

grade,- but only 2 of 20 (10%) in 3rd. grade, and 6 of 20 (30Z in 4th:

grade. -At Cova3.1e, increases were observed on 14 of 22,(64%)objet-=,

,tines in 2n4_giade, 16 of 28 (575) in 3rd. 'grade, but only 1 of 28

objective 2nd. 'grade, 10 a 20 (50%) In 3rd. grade,-but noixeof 20A4Z). in_4eyt...--gradfe. At Metz, increases occurred' on 11 of 22 OM

- (0Z) in--4th. grade. At Palm, increases occurred.= "7 of 19 137%) 2nd.

grade objectives, 1 of 17 (5%) 3rd. grade objectives- and 2 of 17 (12%).
4th....gradeAje.ctives. Combining all four school$ a;).d ill three grade_ '

levels, significant increases occurred on 86 of 254 objectives, for an
1overall -percentage of 34. ,, .ii.

OBJECTIVE (1:3)

Mean California Achievement Test subscores on reading of stud-ants

in the bilingual, humanities classes when measured in the spring
of 1974 will be significantly higher than those of a control group

Significantly in,ta.s--case Will be defined as a- statistical. pr6-

liability level .10 or less.

LEM, OF ATTAINERT:

qua OBJEW.Iys WAS DEFINITELY. NOT ACIIIEVED AT EllifER OF THE SWO
-SENIOR HIGH SCHOOIS (AUSTIN AND JOHNSTON). THE OBJECTIVE WAS MBJ
AT4fiseliTIN JUNIOR HIGH. DATA TO EVALUATE THE ATTAIN '.0F sirs
0=0Rn WERE JOT OBTAINED FROM ALLAN JUNIOR HIGH:

4,

EVIDEVE:

Kean rem scores on the CAT (Level 5, Porn A) Reading Teat adminis-

tered at Austin High in April, 1974 for bi and control
students; respectively, were 17.1 and 24.2 for:Voe bulary,,,17.-3 an

24.3 _for Comprehension, and....54.3 and 48.5 for the total score. '-These

differences were, in fact, siificant at well' ekond the .10 level;

however, they were in the wrong direction, the differences ie all

three-cases favoring the control group.
.

At Johnston High, the sameltest was gifen during t1m same month as at
Austin Nigh. For bilingual and control students, "the---cprritiponding

means were 20,3 and 20.5 for Vocabulary, 21.3 and 19.8 for rromprehendiou:

and 41.6 and 40.2 fcir the total score none of these differences

approached significance at the .10 Yevel of probability.

43
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At Mitr'tin-ZImior High, the CAT CLv'll 4, Form A) Reading Test was also
.- given-during the month of April. lie= scorei for bilingual and

control 4udents. vete 23.8 and /8.4 for Vocabulary,. 25.Y and 18.3 for
Ccepreheribion, and 49.2 and 35.-6 for the tbtal stores. In all, three
cases these.differenteg were significhnt at Tte.11 beyqnd the .10 level
specifiedin the objective, Therefore, it can be concluded that

-- : bilingual. students at Martin did score;fienificantlf higher2-on this
- %test than did the control students,, and that the objective,van anat.

. -

,

since thei'necessary date-were not
.evaluated for,AI,kan. Junior High.
CA.T data may be found in Appendix

obtained, this objective can n6t- be
More complete discussion of the
R..

04444=4. ##IM.M
".... ....

.. ..-. . .

. OBJECTIVE (1.4) : s
.

-* t i

_. Sixty percent of the Spanish dominant 1E-6th. grade students Ali the

project schools who have participated in the Spanish reading instruc- .--

time/ program in the Bilingual/Bicultural Project 1/1.4 gain 46 yiarat ;4.

growth in Spanish xeadin2 skills as measured on the inter-American PrudNa
s -

1

eLect a pre7test tt a pdst-teit-idminatratitp.
4

-LEVEL OF ATTAINKENT: -

*-

SINCE 1IE .pRILTEBA DE LECTURA.HAS NO ' ;A: -ION TABLES-TOR:DERIVING GRADE-

DIVALENT SCORES PROM RAW SCORES, rris;reosspu-Tp-AssEss rAINsENT

F THIS 04JECillat AS STATED. HOWEVER, IT CAN BE CONCLUDED TEAT 11%
pABISH_ INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM PROBABLY WAS FEGTXVE AT INCRRASTNG SPAN-

SE READING gnus.

'it* .,e,--,-- , .
,.......e.:

st grade students in bilingual plisses, sped in April had an overall$ --°' Pi
..

mean total score of just short Of the 50tRkpefe.entrin_ the' nor-

native group for this t t. Since first grade students were notl pre--
tested, no deteraimpion of the wagiiittide of gains made during ilia :year
can wade. In second grade, there was an overall average gain tif ap-

, p tag 7 points (fres 25.01 to 32.06). statistically significant
beyond .the .0001 level... Vie post-test wean of 32.06 was olosi to the

I ,. 75th. percentile, level of the normaave ;amp' le of second grade Spanish
.apealcing students. 4 e

* 4

,
. -

.4. -
_

1-



In :iv/4e the overall average gain was over 9 points (32.11 to 41.52),
almo,statiatically"significant beyond thi-i0001 level. The post-test
s_ wn for third rradk was above the 75th.. percentile for the normative
third ads group. In fourth grids the dame gain was approximately-

. 8 po again signifiamt beyond the .0001 lawel. In- fifth :rade, .

little teal Spanish reading instruction was given se -reflected In a
t gain of loss than two points-0mm 47430 49.06);

coatsias a itmlglatirsentation of Illeselata.

4

013JECTIVE-41.5):

)fear' scores ,the Prueba de Lecturer (Spanish,readin,g test) of-
students in the *hilingal humanities classes when measuredib. the
spring of 1974 .-wilkbe significantly higher than those of tle Con-,
trql_gr-0111)B Significantly in this case will refer to a statistical
probability of .10 or Hess.

I ar, OF*ATIAINHENT:

.013JECIIVE*WAS ACHIEVED AT AUSTIN HIGH, BUZ NOT AT PTO_ N
-HIGH. .COISIDERING THE LMO HIGH-SCHOOLS TOGEIBERi HOWNVER, IT CAN
BE CONSIDERED THAT THE OVERALL OBJECTIVE WAS PROBABLY ACHIEVED.

-TEE ciBazctavz WAS HOT ACHIEVED FOR ALLAN JUNIOR-HIGH 7th GRAM
OR 8th GRADE, NOR FOR MARTIN JUNIOR HIGH 8th GRADE (7th_GEADE AT

HAD NO.BEGINGUAL CLASSES)

SCE:
,

Kean scores for bilingual and control students at Austin High Tare,
respectively, 18.2 and 11.0 for the first scale (Vocabulary) * 14.0

10.8 for the third scale (Level of Compreh ion); _all. cases
and 7.5 for the second sett! (Speed of- Caspie ion), and 15.8

these differences favoring the bilingual:group isticislly
significant at well beyond the .10 level.Apecified in the objective,

.

Ole

- ;Par bilingual, and control students at Johnston Hi en, the comparable
figures were 19.8 and 17.2 for the first scale and 16-.5 and 114.0 for
:the second scale; an insufficient ;amber of control students comp3.eted
the third-scale to allow an 'analysis of it. In neither .of the two
cases in which comparisons were possible did. the observed differences
approach sigaificince at the .10 level,

In the Junior Niea-raools, post-test tptal score, means for bilingual
and control, students were, respectively, 66.8 and 70.0 fdr Angst 7th
Grade, 64.4 - and 55.9 for Allan- 8th Grade. lone- of these differences
approached_ significance at the specified .10 level.' Sore. detailed
information about these results may be found inApporm4 T.

_
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By the end of the project period in 1974 it statistically significantly
(p<(b5) higher umber de'- students at each Bilingual/Bicultural Project
eine:ate/7*hp°' viii achieve mastery on ati-,least,50% of the objec-
tives related to vocabulary (numbers 38 thiough 56) selected 11. for that
level as measured by the McGrav-Hi31/0133 Prescriptive Beading Inventory
(PRI) over th level achieved on an administration of the BM In Se/tuber
of 1973 (' see: Objective 1.2)

ALTHOUGH &ME sego= AND GRA/XFS INDIVIDUALth ANAINED MIS OBJECTIVE,
OVER THE FOUR KAMM SCHOOLS ( , T1/14 OBJECTIVE WAS NOT ACUKVED:

EVIDENCE
- 4

In second grade, significant increases in percent Mastery mere 'observed
on all three of the selected three vocabulary objectifies (100$) at Milks:,
ce. 3 of 4475%) at Govelle, 1 of 4 (25%) at Wets, find 2 of 1t_ (50%) at Palm.,
Thus over all four schools, significant increases were noted on 9 of 15
(60%) selected vocabulary objectives.

.

In third grade, significant increases occu:rrid on_nine of thres.40P
selected objectives at Allisob, on It of 6 (67,t) at -Dovalle; 3 of 4 (75%)
at Wets, and 0 of 3 at Palm; Over all foie sjohools9 significant increases
in mastery for thir_d grade 'students mere _observed on 7_ of 3.6 OA%) objectives.

,

Infourth grade, significant'Incresses were (I tee:rye:I on 1 of 3 selected
objectives at Allison, on 0 of 6 at Govanel f0 of 4 at Ntetzs and 0 of 3
at Palm, for an overall fourth grade figure of 3. of 2 Ccbining all
four schools and all three grade:4, sigaificatit increases in percentages-
of :students mastering vere found on 17 of hi (36 %) objectives. I

OBJECTIVE- (2.2)

-
Students viii dem?nstftate a statistically sigpificant increase in votabu-,
lary related to field trips and cultural activities from pro-tut (Falls
1973), to post-test (Spring, 1974) scores, Significant in this case will
be defineZ as a statistical probability of .10 of less.

LEVEL-CIF ATTAINMENT'

TEE OBJECTIVE WAS ACHIEVED- AT MUM Jugoi_upa SCEDOL; AUSTIN SWIM
arca,scaoorq AND JOHNSTON SENtOR HIGH SCHOOL, Bur WAS 110T ACNIEVED AT
-ALLAN-JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL.

EVIDENCE:

Mean scores for pre- did post-tests, re/papa:7,1i, at Allan Junior nigh
_School Were 27;78 and 27.86, _virtually no difference and statistically
insignificant. For Martin Junior High the cotresponding Illeans_yers

28 and 32:819. a difference which is significant beyond the .10 level
o =probability. Pre- and post -test means at Austin Nigh were 39.Q2 and
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4a43, and.at Johnston High these corresponding figures were 28.23 and
33.95. In_both cases these differences were statistically significant

,at_the lava. Further description of the results may be Wool in
4pipandi.VAL

4_ittilliCTriE (3.1

At least 60% of project elementiary s cool children Init-t*Ily !Coring
low (1.-e., below the mean), on the tiers-Earris Children's Self.
toncept Scale 03rd to.6th) or the Primary Self-Concept Inventory (K-2ad)
pre-test-will show a significant inprovement_ in self-concept as mea-
sured-by post-test scores od t e Piers-Herris Or the Primary Self-Con- _

-cept tAsts._ Significant is defined as a statistical ptobahility level
of -or less:

THIS OWECTIVE WAS PHCALBIA? ACEEIEVED 1/1 KINDERGARMI PIET, AHD SZCaND
GRAMS. IT WAS DEP3MEIS NOT ACHIM/ED II THIRD, POURTH lam, OR SIXTH .__

- 4

Hamluation of level of attain ent for this objective requires knowledge
pf the standard error of measurement for the test in.order to estimate
the magnitude of gain required for statistics) significance. Tor
statistical signific ce at the .10 level, an indivAdusl gain would. have
__to be equal to or greater than slightly more than one ant** half times
tare standard error of measurement of the teat. Mc the case-0 the Primary ,

Self-Concept Test, tieerror of measurement is nob repsiirtmectly._
E011C'Ss given the reported test-retest reliability coefaaent* of .91
and the observed 'standard deviation of appmximately 2.7 points for total
test scores, the error of measurement for the test can be estimated as
approximately 0.8 of a point.. Since this number then needs to be
multiplied by 1:64 (the z value corresponding to a 10 percent cut off .

point) j.t can be seen that a one-point gain is not quite_ significant
at the-specified1.0% level, while a two-point Using the sale-
what conserative cut-off of two points, the objecti+e was still met in
kindergarten and first grade, and probably was also met in seconii grade.
Of a total of 98 kindergarten students scoring below the mean on the pre-
test, 65 (66%) gained two points or more at the post-test. Similarly,
85 of 1140 (61%) first grade students initially scoring below the mean.
gained two points or's-so-14.0n rthe post-test. In aeconegrade, 70 of 126
(56%) initially low scoring students gained tat points or more, very
close to tb.e60% specified in the objective.

Ate standatd error of measurement for the Piers-Harris twit is reiorte&
in the test manual as equal to approximately 6--points. Thus the re-

.. qnired difference for statistical significance on Phis test is 30 points.
Given this required difference for a significant individual gain, the
objective ras clearly tot met in any of grades three through six.
Of 163 initially low third grade students, 47 (29%) gained 10 points or
sate on the post-test; of 185 low fourth grade students, 146 (25%) gained
10 pants or more; of 177 fifth grade students, 64 (S6P gained 10 points
or more-_ and of 108 initiaLly. low sixth grade 125tutatss, 26 (A%) gained
10 *rids or sore on the post-test.. r 4



us the- level of attaizment specifiedein the objecgve vas not-
reached in any of theie our grades. Further discussion of results
for the self concept tests w be found in Appendices V (Primary Self-
Concept Inventory) an jt (Piers- Barris Children's Self ConcePt Scf.le)- -

OBJEctIVE (3,2) . 0

At 80% of project e3.eimentfiry school children, initially scoring high;
ti.e;, above the mean) on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept-Scale

--

"3rd-to 6th grade) or the Primary Self-Concept Inventory (1-2nd) pretest
--will maintain vimprove their self-concepts as measured _by post-test;
scores on the Piers-Harris or the Pilmary:Self-Concept Inventory*
respectively.

4

LEVEL OF ATTAIN
-

THIS cam= APPEARS TO HAVE BEEN ACEliVED OHLY au 6th GRADS
um. AT ALL OMER (KO) GRAM LEVELS, TEE OBJECTIVE WAS DEFIX332=-
E0-ACKIEVED.

EVILSZCE

Using the Standard error of Measurement of the test as in _the evaluation -
of Objective 34, it can be argued-that a, slight apparent loss from pre-test to post-test can be considered as essentially representing no
.change. That is, if the difference between twO individual scores is Frith_'
-in bovndaries- defined b* the standard error of meaeltremerit, those two
scores cannot actually be considered as truly differing from each other.
On the Primary .Self-Concept Inventory, a loss of up to one point may-be
considered as nen-significant: 571111/3 a loss of one pct can still be
considered as representing maintenance of the previous level. Even using
this one point loss as a cut-off, only 92 of 130 (71%) initially high
scoring kindirgarten students maintained or improved their scores, 1311-
of 2104 (66%) first grade students- maintained_or4mproved*-and 160 of-240.
(675)-second grade students maintained or isproved.their scores. none .

._cas these three grades was the 80% level specified in the objective

For grades three through six, where the_hers-Barris test was used: 13rPs.,,
post losses of up to 10 points can be considered as non-significant. Using
this cut-off point, 142 of the-183 (78%) third grade students who- -

scored above the mein maintained or improved their scores; 152 A01202
(75%) fourth grade students maintained or improved; 138 Of 185 (750 _fifthgrade students maintained or improved; and 14 of1.3 (83%) sixth- Ofieldestudents maintained or improved their scoregeNhus being _the_only grade levelto attaizi the level specified in the object . Father aisPussion of the
self-condept test results may be found' in 4Peudices-_1 (Pximary Self-Concept
'Inventory) and It (Piers-Harris Childrens Self-Concept Scale).

-35-
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INTERRELATIaNSEEPB.,

The O.I,P.0; 'evaluation model employed in this report/ assumes that --
there are critical relationships among the four ecmponents o the
evaluation -__ context, inpu, Trocess and outcomes. The data reported.
here suppect this assumption. _Threeruijor objectives were identified
3.4 terms of desire. outcomes. The first, increase in =minim,
cation skills in h and in Spanish, was supported by a Itilrimutt level
of liputs en& prod ssea. The second, increase in_ merience bjtek.:e''
ground of students, was poorly supported by inputs and. processes._ The
bthifa, increase in students' self - concepts, was also ppor.4 suppirted--
by inputs and_processess. In each ease, the degree to .Aielt.,:the desired.

student =teases were achieved related to the degree to whick_input.
, and prodess objectives were achieved.

There. -was a major overriding factor- which 'seems- to ha contributed
heavily to the, functional level_ of the Project. nil. was the late
notification of funding. from the Office of Education; greVerting

putrm4T1g of programmatic activities. Characteristic .of the

effects of this late notification was the shrinkage of the pre-program
maser workshop from fifteen days to five days. Additionally* the
quantity of materials ordered and the established. bid. procedures in the
district resulted. in a delay in the. delivery of most of these to teachers
until well into the school year and in the nondelivery of large quantities
of the auppliesi ordered.

.

A contributing fa4tac-was the enormity of the Biliagual/Biciatural Pro- .*

Sect. Frosts. local bilingual effort funded. at around $20,000,-the schools
had to gear up rof an $800,0b0 program. The identification of additional
teachers, the inclusion of secondary schools,-Ind the expansion to new
subject areas were tasks which require such, pre - planning and organiss,-

tion. The hiring of persons td fill staff positions was a task completed
after the beginning-of the school year.

The psychological high crated by the promise of such resources as the
Project.had.-to. offer swas a drastic contrast to the actual delivery of
these resources. Teachers vriperated in situations where materials and
supplies were "on order" and Project stiff-were unavailable to help theta

drganix.e their greatly expanded bilingual activities.

As a result, then, of the normal "first mar- problems" cceitred with the

last minute funding and the slow deliverftrodess for materials; the 73-
74. Bilingual/Bicultural Project was actually never fully functioning.
In fact, the whole fall semester might well be considered is preceeding
-Project implementation. ,

These and other factors relevant to the interrelationships discussed
bere_are repoited in the formative evaluation report on April 23, 1974



titled -Preview: Evaluation of the 1p73-19T4 Bfaingu4/Bicultural
Project. Mint-report discusses materials acquisition), school
-visitationis ipiyroject staff, and teacher/principal/parent input
into-Project -Activities.

5o
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e/Period of Administration:.

Population:

Administered by:

Data. Collected by:

1.

_Throughout the 73-74
School-Yen-

All Project Elementary,.
Classrooms

Office of Evaluation Staff

Office of Evaluation Staff

A-1



teecr_prilids,1.01? :4. :401:4 3. CLASSROOM oasERVAIXON 'GUIDE

Ntznber of printiristz-ations of the instrument

9
eer''

I
L ratio o -adm.iniStration, *

'diet elementary classrooma,

roblems with the measure or with the a dministration eh might
affect' -the ,741.dity of the pleasure

revas adequate to-describe thes,v "akety of astivittes

Training of the. administrators..

Office of Evaluation Staff

Brief description of the instrument

Rationale for the intitrizifent
-

To describe activities being conducted in Project elementirrlassrooms

-

Developer of the instrument

Staff of thp Office of Evaluation

es.

Development Of the instrument

.

Consulting with Project staff about areas a Interest, then generat
observation form format. --- - --

Standardization of. the instrument

None

Reliability and validity of- the _inrriiment

No -data available

3
A-2



REPORT ON TEE: OBSERVATION 'OF igsTRUCTIONAL AOTIV1
BTIATGUAVBIctILTURAL P ELEONTABY SCHOOLS

Anrgbing,eVilnation of Austin Independent chool Distric ESAA
Bicultural Project included the documents ,of elementary claSsrom
activities Ptrougb observation processes. 4eSigned to Ieteraine the degree
Ofilaplesentation of metbods and materials lAtroduced4vinneervice train-

_= ing =vorkshOpd and other Project activities. The fotlowingis.-adeicription
of that-observation process and a report en the information gathered during
the'observationi. Generally, this report illustrates thai Project, classrooms
demonstrated, appropriate instructional techniques but very low leVels of
Activ`itieS_imorporattng- students' backgrounds and culture.

Evaluation Questions

Did 'bilifigual and teal classes make. appropriate use oebilligual
=tellers Ind methods? -.

1

_

Were the'cultUres and backgrounds .of students incorporated intp
classroom activites?

".Process Objectives
I.

The classroom observations were planned'and conducted -to. provide. tiata,
'required to lissess the level of attaitiiient of the following jracess
objectives. -

' -Teiciers and aides in Project bnguai classroomswill effectively
use the materials and methods available to these. .Effeceively-Ifill
be defined' as a minims' rating of three out' -of five on' 75Z of all
factors observed.on" the Elementary-ClassroOst-Observation-Guide-.

Teathers-and\-aides in Project classrooms 4.11 demonstrate. their
". knowledge 'and understanding of "minority group cultures by seccess-

incoipqrating them into regular activities of their -class-
room. 'Successfully will be defined as a minima rating -of "three 'out
'of five in the items designed to measure objettive on.:.the.Ele-
mentary Classroom Observatibn Guide.

e -

'= Procedure

Eiteb classrooms in Project elementary Bulimia, grades X-5, was observed by
kOlassroom Obirerver from the Office of IrValuation. Because of-time,
taleidim imposed by year-endaciivities, the bictltural or 1117_110111411S-1, classes

Metz and Palm were observed only twice; however, the bicultural, classes
in Al Ilso-n andGoville were observed 3_tlx#14, as were all_the,bilinguskiuid,*
teas elassroams _in al114. schools.

T hree' hundred fifteen observ>tions, were Conducted froit Eirvember to Mays
each ;observation bel4 from 45 minutes` to- 1 hour. During that_ IpuilVip elms-

. room Observer completed' the Elementary Observation Guide had been
-deieloped by the evaluation staff. No information was solicited, from _the

=



=

,--.

teacher or the_students directly'. ,All information was derived solely 4.

through observatiaa of classroom organization and activities. .

. _ -:-
_ oi.- -- - - 4-

At th end of each5ef the first two observations., School principals were- -provickd i umimary:af the ahaervation results,. lehis proiedure was changed .

end _ -
,.- . .

for Vie t d,obeeriations tic *policy of leaving.the 'completed obseryation._ ...,
form Withlthe clasiaroom ! teacher and sending a copy to ,the principal. ---.-- .
etchers Were net'informed of the exact day and time they were to be ebeervedl

however .itrincipals were notified of the week that, the Observers were to be
in_tha;Khao and an, announcement was posted on the bulletin boards. at s)oat

- _...,
* 4 .,-t -, -v

tary elassroom Observation Guide (See Attachment-I), that waii_s_
ad_ by -Observers during each observation,,was developed by the staff b

the bacce of Evaluation frowa list of 15 areas suggested_ In.conference with
N. ,__. conference

'-the-t,sAA._,,Bilinifual/Bicultural Project staff. Each item on the -Guide is.re-
lilted ..One csf, those areas. The. initial Observation*Guide was_ A statement __

followed by a space in which the Observer detailed evidence and.
tiektelated to a.that item. _ _ -_-_

,;-
1

_

To facilitafe the observation process, the Guide,waa changed_,for the second

writing
af *observations so that the Obser4er did not have to be eoutinually 7,

throughgnt each observation.- This was done brincj.aang under each, .

item a check lise,,pf,Alie evidiaces most often noted during the initial round
of tibservatione., The Qbserver thereafter could_hate the activity or evidence

related to a particular item and merely chec it onthe Gni*. Space was
left 'under each item for further Comments by e Observer, when necessary.
Inclnded.in' this seCansi. Observation Guide was ;guage preference guide
thich the Observer used to record the_amount Spanish being spoken in the
aassroam during both instructional add ion- .: ructional aetivities."A
rating of from 1, to 5' was given iii categpries (student to student inter-
action, student to aide interaction; student to teacher interaction, teacher '
o student interaction, aide to student interaction), with 1 _being no Spanisii

-tieing. spokerCand 5, being all Spanish.. the amount of _English_ being spoken in
the classroopi as measured in, the same ,manner. 'Por _en analisikaf the Inter-

t,aatian data gathered, seeAppipidix Z., ..- _ 1:0 i',." , -,-- -,, , -04- ' . %

ilittein factors were 'rsTe'd=during the first observaiione; however, "'Class-
rYom Orderly"' was .droptied as a factor thereafter; leaving fourteen as the
final number for analysis. These factors are;

'5S,0 .
"' 4-,_

- 7 -1. classroom Conducive to Learning -s
, ., Z. Classroom Displays tolortitlAincl Plentiful ,

34 Classroom Non -Thr ening and Democratiir
. 4. High' Student rgst

4'1 N .:Z

,A, Teacher,'Pre rattan ..

r`VStkpothi PI ble Sci duling
7. First-liend, Activities * .
8.i: =Appropriate Writing Activitrea
9. Appropriate Oral Language Ilictivities _,.. ,- i

4 , ..
4

; -
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10. andfor Aitiated
l #.--Appropriate Grctuping Strategies
12; Effective Questioning Strategies.
-11.-Siudent _RaCkground References
14. dultural4eferences

Factors 1-14 relate to process obj
*ielate7td krodeas jibjjectivenusber 2.

_

mad team classivom ratings for all thrse observations were
analyzed with _an analysis of variance routine wadi compared differences
among schools, differences between class types, and differences- among

4.rials- (each round of observations isconsi trialY.I_ In addition,
raction effects between and among each of hese three dimensions were;
ute,d.- The .65 level of confidence was r ed to Accept any_differ;

'was. fowid as being significant, that is, tie to effects other than--sea-
iniemen error. Table I shows those comp- f"--. found to significant.

e lumber 1. Factors 13 and 14 also

4

-S

Since the monolingual classrooms of only Alison and Cov_alle-Ifere,*obseirld
"three times, another. analysis of variance-was perforMed on,the ratings
from just these two schools for all three class twits. same dimen-
sions were considere4 and the same confidence levels required as before.

k.
Results,

I*
'!.-"g . e

*. .
There were no significant- differences found among the four elementary

,. , schools "either in thetatings received during each round of obseriations
, or in the amount of -chtnge made throughout. the, year. All schools must * .

be considered 'statistically equivalent in their classroom activities as i
, measured by tile observAtion process. Detailed data for schools

are -on file in the Office of Evaluation.
D

The Viffereitee between class types; biktagual and team, was not
to retch eignificance, However, when the two schools in which all three
v"-Ism types were observed three_ times are considered, the differences Se-
tween-the bilingual, team, and monolingual classrooms is significant. The
'order of the grankfrigg mas bilingual classes with the highest ratings, tea_ m
classrooms, and then monolingual classtooms. - , *

. , '* .
I I

The shalysis of changes in ratings over trials showed significant increases
fox each class type. Of 'major' interest,ls the ?Jading that although the
team clesizooms on the first round of obsezwationsere lower than the

second
the team classrooms were actually rated higheron the.

second obserwitions and siatrsticany equivalent on,lhe third. The result
is that the gain over the three trials for the team classrooms is -signifl-
tautly greater than for the bilingual classrooms (See Figure 1).

, . .
Figurey2-15 dispeay the changes over triiii- for bi)iie the bilingual and
team aesszooms 'for each of the Lourteen factors rAted-1 The irerticel'llne

-dritirn 4 -th-e 3.O level' represents 'the op_erationallir_defined:Tivel of ads-
quite per ..ma . The mean 'ratings fall abqva- the 3.0 -1 ey.d 'for eleven, ,

' 1-..
3 / . ....""''''s ";',e"'VP 1 i

P i

fr/rfofre
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of -the factors end if elov 3.0 for three. These three are "First-
Rand',Activities," *" eat Background Activities," and "Cultural Ref-
irences."

-d , -
Considering iddiiid = asarooms rather than overall means for class
types, the nualms of classrooms receiving ratings of 3.0 or higher, on
at least 75% of the factors -observed is summarized in Table _II and'
Table 114. Table II shosis the, mailer of classrooms meeting the objaci-,
tine of= at least 3.0 on a minimum of 75% of all .factors on no obser-

v-one observation, two obserVations, and for all three °User-.
Table III shows the number of _classrooms meeting

-ti on each observation and overall by, using dime different measure-
meat -approaches. The first is classrooms. receiving 3.-0 on 75Z of _all
factors on all observations (75%_of 14 factors x 3 observations). The
second is Classrooms receiving ratings of KO on 75Z of the- factors mten
the three observations are averaged. The -this is a classroom meeting
the-Obje.ctive using either approach one or two:-

.

-Table IT breaks down the mean ratings for each observation by school,-
d.lassrtype, _and trial for the two factors related to the second process
-objective. In nqtcase did the mean rating rffiach the process, objective.
In no eau did th mean rating ream the 3;0-level..

The first evaluation question,,"Did bilingual and team classrooms make lip,-
propriate use of ttilingua materials and methods?' rilates-prectly to the
first Rrocess objective. This can be-aniswered from two point_s of -view.
Treating-factors as the relevant divension, the mean.ratings for both bi-
lingual .and team classrooms -were above 3.0 for 11 of the 14 factore, or
8Z._ "Using this` approach, the objective was met.

Treating classroom-6,as the relevant dimension, only 67% of the bilingual
classrooms sand 47X of the team plassrooms rat4,--3.1kor aboVe on at least
75% of the factors when a, combination of scoring methods-is us.eil. -Using

_ this approach,-the objective doe?....y)t seem to have heen met by a_ substarl-
ail- number bf classrooms.

Tire important point here is for Project staff to attend to the areas rated
especially low in planning training and supervisory activities in\the 74-75
:school -Year.

_ the siori.neivaluation question, "Were the cultures and backgrounds of' students_
incOrporated into classroom activities?" relates directly to_ the second pro-
-ce:ss objective. By no approach can the data be said to support a conclusion
'that this objective was met. References to the students' backgrounds and
cultural heritage were non-existent in many Projectpassroims. When class --
type is considered, still no group of classrooms Meets the objective. As a
sijiir. Project emphasis, _ the bringing of the "students' culture and communitrz-
Into the classroom warrants corisiderable effort by the Project staff 'to in-
crease the attention given this area.

The major significant comparison of ratings made in this report is of t



luiber of Timet_ Each elaisrocsa Met Objective for
-plas8toom_-Obser-ration

.
Type _of rr

Claisrocca"-!!-

-number-_--_cif .0.
.Class etkcess -I

centage of Classrooms meeting objective. (minimum _

ant- z-on at least 75%- of an._ tact_ prs) _on - _

_ No = -7_ =

cbseriation
--

"One -
Observation

Two
ObservatiOns

.Three
ObservIltio

Allison--

Bil N = __- _1_-_- (131 125) 5 (63)--- 0

X ir- ilk) tk33 2- ,(?;)- 1 WI/
1421 N =--1.8 --- -, 39.)1 7 -(39) ' 4 (22) 04-- - --

-----

GoValle
_.-._

-
0- ( ,(21)- .5-- (56)

----: ,

3-

taa- N =-!--4- -0 ( 0) 2-.----- (50) _ 1-50)*--

, a F az 9- (41) 10 (453_ (g3 3 ._. .

--,

lid.
4°- 7

il N = 0 (_'0) 3 -1-43)__.
_ -

Team ji. = 2
1. _

0-' ' ''- (0)
N."

0 { 0). _

Nal N = 16*
1

9* (56) 4* - (25)-__-- (19) * . A ...

...-,---- ---

N = 6 1 (17) I. (17)-- sr 2- (33)1,--- -- 2---- -(33)

?gas --: N =,-6
... ,,

43- (-0)- 2 -(33)
I -1 -- -

4 ( 7)- -,. --(- 0

bfnl\f'-= `7* (100) , .(-- 0Y-- -( 0)- _ *- ( 4--

ail = 30 ..'_2 ( 7) 7 ,(23)-:: 3:6 (53Y;
,

.'5 (171-

Team 1 = 19 ,r 1 ; c 5) (37) -- io -1-5n, 1 t 5- '-
--

i.,--,
Mn]. n\-= 40 .3.6 ! (40) _

ti t 23* 46* (70) -
17 . -(43)
r 4. ' -- f17)? -

t---6 15- ="--
3, (26) :

1 ( -5
11 --- ( -.

*Based on observations only.
All based' on three.

ail. .1assroom
Team =Tdam ClasSroom
,Mal. r= lionot9Igua1 Cligiroom



r
Numbeit and 'Percentage of Critssrooms -Meeting Objective for s

School
y 4

-rrpe.
4- -Classroom

of /Number
.__-,-

(Peicentagekassrooras meeting onectiveviminitank rating of 3 out of 5
On- at easto75% bf all factors.) art- . . . --1 4411-, --

ft ,-; der, of -;-
classrooms

. ;First,
i3bservatiorti

A4 .

Second,
Observation _

-...- .

-Third
observation *!

All Fictors,.&-=
Observatioris
Combined t

Mean of
,.each FactOr

;' .

'--Either
Combined
dr Mean

Al son

Mi." - -8 (25) = 3
*a '''et

(38).
, r.a

3)0 -.?:

..,&--, (63)*, ' '5 (63Y 5 (63Y.
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- -- .
(29) 2 (29) *. - 6

I ,
(86) *.

_

; 2 i (29) 2 - (29) 2.; (297 1
- .6%, ---4
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. .
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.

8
.. : .
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.Th

1 (25) 2 {50) 3 (75) '' 0 0) 4, -3,A513,y-z, 2 (50)
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(4rY 2 ; (9y`'
. , .

3 /14)1 3- (14)
...

-

i. tz

. .
Bil. N w 7 5. (7l) 0

-

5 0) 6 (86) _4` (57) 3 143) '4 (57)

Tige k. , 0 (.9 . -2 (100) 2 1100) 1 (50) I 450) '. 1 (50).z%

-..../
Md. N = -16 , 4 (25) 6

.

(38 * skr4
-

(23) -- 4-
-

'---- (25) le%

_

(25)
-

'Nal

13i1. 151,:vcS , 4 (67) -- 2 (33) 5 (83) . -2..' (33) ,, 3. (50 ' 3 (50)

Team N w 6 3 50 6* 3
1

83 3 50
.d;

3 I 4 67

. '11 w 7 0 ( 0)
s

(. 0) 4 * '0 ( 0) . 0 .. ( 0) 0 - ( 0)r

7 tal

1

Bit. - N-w 30-- 1411 -'(471- CI (43S /27 ,

1

(901 19 (63) 28 (60). f) _ - (67

Team 1.7-= 10 6 (32) 8 .42) = 16 OW ' 6 132) -8 1 (42) 9 -(47)
--,

tfnl."- _II w" 63 11*-
.-

(17)

,

12 (19)
n w
19--

40 ,
(48) t-

,
9 114) . '9. (14)- 10-- - (16)

--* nervations of mono ingua c Brooms
at Ketziand 'Palk-were not conducted
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#
Observed.Incorporation of MG Cultures into Classroam'Activities

Table IV

s

t -
Type of class-
icon
nisi of -class-
row .

Teacher demonstrates aware=
ness of student Mfferences
in experience background-

.

Observation
lat . 2nd ' 3rd Mean

-

.
Examples and refetences
to local cultufes are -.

apparent -
,

Observation
1st 2nd 3rd... man

.

Combination of:Both Items
I.

. _ - -/
. Observation

1st 2nd- 7.3rd Can
Bit. n 21- 1.25 1. 88 2.63 1.92

.

'-

4,

1.38
-

2.38 2.75 247 l.ffz 2.13 2.69,- 2:05
-Alliski -Tease. n. 7 . 2.14 1.43 1.71 1.76 CZ .00 2.00 2.14 2.05 2.07 . 1. 72 1.93 - 1.91

Mal, A = 18 1.50 1.28 1s 50 \--1.43 1.39 .1.50 1.94- 1.61 1.45 1.39 1:72 1.52'

Bi.l.: rt .r 9 2.33 2.89 2.11 2. 1:78 2.67 2.67 2.37 2.06 2.78 2.39. 2.41.
tGovalle. Team II = 4 1.00 2.25, 1. 7.-

.
1.6i 1. 75 - 2.00 1;75- 1.83 .1.38 2.13

...
1.75 1.75

1...,

lkil. a at 22 1.59 *1.77 1.32 1.56 1.18 1.64 1.59. ,- 1.47 '1.39 1.71 1.46 _-1.5;

. -

Metz

Bit. n .. 7. 2.00 1. 864'11.
.

2.80 2.20k 1.60 1.60 2.80 2.00 1,80 1t70 2.80 2.10

Teaien .. 2 1.00 2.00' 1.50 1.50.\ 1.00t 1.50 1.00 , 1.17 1.00 1.75 , 1.25 1.33

'Mal.- n .. 16 1.444
..

1.49
4-

* - 1.471 1.44 1.56 * 1.50 1.44 1.51 * 1.48

Palm-

Ill. n .. 6 1.83 .2.00 --2.00. 1.94 2:3,3 2.00 2.17 2.l7 2,08` 2.00 2.09 . . 2.06--

Team n .. 6 1.00 1.33 1.67
---.)

1:33 1.67 1.83. 1.83 1.78 1.34 1.58 1.75 1.56

Mal. n i. 7 ..- 1.14 * 1.07 i.29 - 1.43 1.36 1.15 1.29 * 1.22

All Bit. n .. 30 1.87 2.19 2.39 2.15 1.74 2.21 2,62 2.19 1.81 2.20 2.51 2.17

Four.

Schools

T zi 19 IA2 1.63 1.68 1.58 .74 1.89 1.84 . 1.82 1.58 1.77 ,1.76 1.70

Mal. as- 63 1.46 .1149-
n"0
-1.40

' .

11,461
.

.1.32
-

1.56

OF
wit40
1.75 - 1.52.

i&
1.39 1.52-

ni.40
1.58

'
1.49

* No Third 01;servaticni Conducted
Bil. - Bilingual. Classroom, Bilinguak Teacher
Team Bilingual Classroom, Monolingual Teacher
ital.' 21 Monolingual Classroom "

71



There vas a consistent and etitistically slinificant increase in the ratings
given over the three trials. Some of this gain must be attributed to* the
actvisitioc of skills by the Observers in attending to relevant details.
&waver, some -of the gaitrcan legitimately be credited to the teachers'
and. sides" ttecoming more.nrare of the Project's objectives as mall as be-
coming lb:ma_lattraed._to the criteria related to the factors beinlobserved.

1
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Appendix B

INSTRUMT MOM-

ELM/MARY CLASSROOM OBSERVATION REACTION FORM

ANALYSIS OF Er, ART- TEACHERS' REACTIONS TO AND
ASSESSMENTapF THE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION PROCESS_

Date /Period of Administration: ,Throughout the 73-74 School Tear

Population:

A 420 r1stered, by

Data Collected by:

-«

All Project Elementary Teachers

Office of Evaluation Staff

''`Officelof Evaluation Staff'

B-1
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1111

ESCRIPTION OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATION REAQTION
FORM 1,

-Thither of administrations of the instrument

One 'after each-classroom -observation

Location of-administration

Projectr-olaisrooms

-

_Problems with the measure or with: the administration %rhich sight
affect the validity of. the_ measure

None:"

Training of the administrators

None

Brief description of the initrument ---:, .
Reaction Form A contains three items dealing specific aspects of
the observation process. Reaction Form B contains similar items plus
soae related to the completed observation` form.

.

Rationale for the instilment .

.

To solictt Project teachers' opinions about thf observation process.

.Developer- of the instrument

NMI

Staff -in the Office of Education.

Development of the instrument

Item generation, review, alrevision;bytOffice of Evaluation staff_,--

Standardization of the instrument
, .

-Procedure for adsdnistration of iteactian Forms was atandardiZed; no norms-
were developed

.
Rellabiliand validity of the last

information avail

AIR

Alk /X I&

.
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ANALYSIS or SL TARP TAMERS'
REAGT/O/R3 TO AND ASSESSNIMS OF

THE, CLASSROOM OBSERVATION PNOCESS

-going avaluition of AustinIndependent School District's MA
BilingualiBiciltutal Project included the documentation ofelementary
classrooms activities through observation processes designed. to determine
the degree of implementation of methop- and materials introduled in in-
service tra4-n4 rg workshops and othwrPr_oject activities. To assess the_
reactions to this process by teachers being 'observed, r _

will review camaents, solicited_ and, unsolicited, from thelie eachers.

Pro eja

Each classroom in Project elementary schools, gre;des was observed
by a Classroom Observer P13. the evaluation staff. -_Be use of time
limitations imposed by year-end activities and test * the bicultural
or- monolingual classes in Nett and Palm were oh twice; however,
th bicultural classes in ALlison and Govalle war -observed -three times,
as e all the bilingual and team clasaroais i ail four schools.
Thre undred fifteen observations were conducted from,NoveaSeir to Nay,
sach observation being. from 45 minutes -to one hour.

The Observer completed the Elementary Observation Guide developed by
the evaluation staff. -At 'the end. of each of_ the first two 'observations,
trtincipals vere provided a summary of the obaervation. results. This
procedure was changed for the third observations to a policy of leaving
the cougeted -observation fora with the classroom teacher and serang
a copy to the principal.

ilieacheri were not informed of the exact day and tlite hey were to be
observed; however, principals were 'notified of the w that the ob- .

'server's were to be in the school, and en announcement was posted on
the bUiletin boards at most. schools.

EVasluation Questions

Three questioni-wera-addressed in gathering data for th4s report.*

Evaluation

y
e

I. According to alas sroom teachers, did the procedures follosred
in observing` classrooms a representative sithaple of
'.clitssrotim activities?

*

2. According to classroom teachers, 'did, the .obiervation process
,itself; have any; adverse, effect upon classroas activities?

77
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,
In what fOrms woUid classroom teachers prefer to receive_

I

feedback on the observqions completed:in their olassroOms?,
--*- .

Answers to theie questions provide in4ght useful in answering:the
pro-veal-level deCision. question, which folloirs.

Should the observation procedures initiated. and completed during
-the 73-74 Project be continued, revised or expanded during the
711.75 Project?

Procedure

At the 'conclusion of each observation, -a reaction fora developed by
. the evaluStion staff, ias left with the teacher. Questions on the
form solicited -information from the teacher pdint of view ,Fegarding
the observation process. The teachers were encouraged. but, not re-
quired, to return theillympleiet form by district mail to the Office ofthEvaluitl The same on: was used for the first .two observations;
h6rever, f'93_lowing the revised policy of leaving the completed obser-
vation fore with the teacher, it was necessary to distribute an al-
ternate reaction form after the third observation. Mil revised form
included-iteims which provided teachers the opportunity to comment -

on the_ completed observation .ins rimment itself, as well as the obser-
vatiOn process in general. Since there would be references by the
teacher to _individual ratings and comments on tile observation guide
cosrpleted.in her clastiroost, it necessary to know which teacher
had completed each reaction form. Therefore, the alternate reaction
form was net anonymously submitted, as had been the first one.

On: both paie was available beneath each question to accomodate
any indiviatal comments beyond the scale value marked. A general
comments section was the last item on the first reaction Porn; however,
on the alternate form, direct questions solicited suggestions or corn-

issents regarding the observation Instrument and the observation process.

Other sources of teac'er comment s pertaining to the observation
process were: ,

1. Verbal comments by teachers to the Classroom Observer and/
or the EvalUator during faculty meetings,

.

2_4. Comments recorded during formal interviews of all Project
-elementary t achers during February and 'March.

A

-
Verbal comments by teachers at the Publicllearing -oh the /

=74-75 BilingualZBicultural Project, April, 1974.
z

/



Reaction Forms

-= The ieaCtion farm_used for the first twd observations (Form A --

see` Attaehment ,I) contained. three items dealing with _Stecific
aspects-of the observation process and, beneath each item, ,a

space for consents; Space at the end of the farm was available _

for acidhlt5hal contents related to other aspects ._of _the'obierVatdoa
3 - ... -process .

,.- , ,
..-..

9

xf,

4>

ReaCtion Form B (see Attachment II) was developed. fOr distribution_
-ngafter.the third round of observations, One item vas. carried'aver

froat,FOrst A ("The e classroom situations observed were repretentative
of the noitmal activities of mY-class."). =

Two other items "wer* open-ended questiops calling for suggeit40net
comments about the observalion instrument end the .observation process.
A question related to teacher de:317m for feedback was stated in terms
of ,a choice by teachers of five approacheeto :feedback. The teacher
was'asked'to cheek Any or sal of the proposed procedures for pro..
viding teacher's observed with the results of tfie Observation.

.4
results

,

Reaction Forms - Although teachers were not_ required to complete and
return the form to the Office of.EvaluatiOn-, aPProxistately 4-8% of

distributed reaction forms were returned. (see Attachment III). An
individual 'analysis of the results of each ;of the sevep items used
on both forms follows.

.1. Item: "The classrbom situations observed were representative of
the normal-activities of my class." (Item Bon Form A;
Item 1 on Fora B)

. . -
This is the only item which was included on both forms. Atticbment III
reports, by. observation and with totals, the mean. response and per-.
-centsge of teachers responding with each scale value_to this item
for the four schools.

Table I on. the following page summarizes_totals for all three observa-
tions.

G

The 'average'perceutage of teachers responding to thiti item from all
schools was 44, and the average mean response for all schools was
1441. Seventy-six percent of responses in all schools were either
"Mostly True" or. "Completely True." Particular camments related to
this item are included in Attachmeirt

, 'Ns



Table I

_

Item: "The .classroom situations observed vere repre-
sentative of the nerma.1 activities of-ty class.n
(Item B on Form A; Item 1 on Form /3) .

-
-

% of fte;chers returning

1
Reaction Forms who
reatondt.d : . .

All
Schools

... 1 = Cceipletely false ,_ 2%
. ,.
... _2 = Mostly false 3%"'

.
... 3 = Partly false

Partly true

V 2

30-

...s 4 = Mostly true 46%

;.. 5 = Completely true 34 *-

% of teachers returning
'Reaction Forms - 48%

Mean Response 4.1

Total 0 Observed 315

rj

4-

4



L

t comments Are explanations of,special circumstances in thibclass-
room _causing_ the classroom situation to be unusual, such as Christmas

fecerct'teacher absence, and new_ classroom scheduling,.

"The observation was conducted. at a convenient time
_-

c , . _

. -.,.

Attachment "IV reports, by observation and vith totals, the mesatre-
sponse- and percentage of_teachers responding _with each scale iralah
to this 'item for the' four schools. Table tI summarizes totals for- -.,

totals
,the two'observatia's that-- ._thi.s4tem 11115 TWO.. -

., - 7 -
One hundred thirteen classrooms were observed each 'time this item
was included in the reaction form, and of average of 50% of the -

_...teachers froth boot') observations returned a response on this item. -.
Eighty-five percent of the responses were either Nostly True" (41%1_

. or "'Completely True" (44%), with the mean response for all Boris
averaging 4.1. 4 ,

;' I

Particular comments related to "this item are included In Attachment
IV. Most comments, again, dealt with special circumstances which
caused the time of the observation to be inconvenient.,

3. Item: "The Classroom Observer did not detract from the
classrootedecortm nor the effectiveness of instructional,.
activities." fItem C, on Form A).'

Attachment-1 reports, by obseriatiorrand with totals, the mean response
and percentage of teachers responding with each scale value to this
item fortethe four .schools. Table III summarizes tota.1,13 fcir the two
observations that this item was used.` - -. -

One hundred thirteen cl'assrodms_were observed each time this #0.1:1-
.was included in the reaction 'farm, And as average of 50% of the
teachers from 'both observations returned a response on,this item.
More than 90% of the responses were either "Mostly True" (32%) or
"Complete3.y True" (60%), and..the mean response for all schoola av-
eVagoa4.4. Particu3.ar-commentif' related to this , item'are included
in Aellichment V. Approximately one-third orthe comments offered
Stated that the observer was not distracting, while most other can-a ft

Mints were .given by teachers who felt that the observer-was-at
least somewhat distracting, `.

,
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nein' "After reading the completed observation form, 1 feel
that it .is an -accurate representitiork of my. classroom
!hiring the time. observed." (Item 2 'on'llr731-O.

(74ttachment VI zeeponi, by Observation and with totals,theresn'
riesponse_ and percentage of teachers -responding with each scale-
*a11.1e tb this 'item for the four schoold. Table IV.Summarizes _totals,
orthe one observation that this item was used.
)

-O the 89 teachers observed in all 'four schools, 45%,..returned responses
:tliiirritem. Of those responses, .89% were either "Mostly True" or

egsm.pletelyTri.e;_"'and the DI= response its ThisIteim-vas .
eluded- onlY'on Fora B. Particular commients related to thieitest
are included in Attachment VI. Most of, ttese comientsare ifrom teachers
V116 viettvd,topoint out materials or' sitivtilfei that hehoie felt the,

' -obserier bad overlooked, lioiiiver, one.teacher-Aid gcupg.areirb- the

:Observir on a "ve accurate observation.'

1-

D

-

5. item: "Which of the following do you feel is necessary_ in
providing, feedback to teachers being obiri&::4Pia_?"

preact
Leaving ecaapleted form with
Discusaing 'observation With

gti Discussing observations with.
`5) No. feedback.

z.p: itsf:

TrPiciPel
her.
ulty is a meeting. ,

.0

Attachment VII reports'the =per and/bericeritageciof teacherii making
responses in egth-of. the five categories, at the tour schools. Table
V summarizes. the totals-_ici-sa all the schools. More than one response
(up to four)- were eailableto, teachers.

.- .. . .

Of the 116 responding teachers, most(93%).- felt that a copy or the

- ersonal discussion ofthe observation
completed be' left with the teacher. -More than half
(63 %) felt
beneficial,...btt far less (15%) felt that an enlarged di

would be
scussion _ fl,

that jincluctEd the faculty- as a whole would be hellful. ANT1 teachers
felt *at sake feedback was necessary., ..4

.... .
Only -one 'teacher offered an extra comment on this i;elm end that
cosi;ent, was a statement of appreciation at being presented a copy
of the observation form (See Attachment VII).-.;

6. tpem: Do you he.3% apy suggestions/comments about the glass
room observers and the $ bservation instrument Used.4.40
your classioamt,

J A

i`
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- Iretble, V

r:eading flee-Completed obServation
= font I reel- that it is tin accurate rep-4-.

serration Or ay clatsroca during the time.
observed.' Itep2 oia7Fora

Itea: "Which if the-folloFin,g`ao you feel
is necessary in 'teedba.ck.
to taw-hertz being -observed?"-...._* .

1) LeayingTecapletedr_fsiri-iiith teacher.
keavtng,ciatplitei4-,f6ga. vi:th

3) 14aptisaing.:observation vitt teachek.
4rDpscUsling observations lath' faculty

11.31'a sleeting-. .

i

ii. tit chars returning
jieeititia Muss *kg

A13--
Schools

, . -. --,1 = lette-
7-7-.... 2 =:Mostly false . -- g 40%:-

s _
. ,

, 11%

_

Partly false
.:. 3 ---z, Tartly true

'''.1... 4- = Mostly true 70%i .
7. 5_ =- tosipletelz true 19%,

r,
, %-e teachers returning

Reaction Fora t .45 %-

..,-.

_.

4 Wan Revonce I.2
f . . ,

Tata' 1 of towed 1. i 89

aro

e

p

-1 ro- f cc a:boa
A

- .;

' =

withich. Of-the. follbeing- '
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item,. the comments on the whale were quite with most' cos-
red es this.Attachment VIII lists, by schools, the Odivi

menu on the Instrument being positive. Th _fort of the ade-
*of e time periods for the observations,ves the ob-

jectibn often voiced, with other objections being_ related to_ .
specific -iatings given by the observer on the observittion,fori. Oct

teacher objected generally to its on the fora which seemed COD. <

tradictom7 to her, and another suggested that the observer walk a- .

round the roost,as she/he obser;res; there were it "Non oi "lone"

- Attaament II lists, by school, the individtga responses to_ this
itest. Again, the comments were quite varied; and there were six
Illow or "Joni" responses. the suggestion sit Often*stacted- was
that materials and assistance from the BilingualtRicultUral Project
should be more adequately supplied to teacheri; The question of the
adequacy lgf the time ,s.11osred for observations
and two teachers suggested that the observer move around the class
as she observes in order to better aqusint herself
the:materials available. Chi teacher thought that

suggested--
One

ocalPletai.

here teaching or other education emperience
that teachers b, notified before his /her eilas
teacher Stet that 4the observations should

.
Other *comments -Awn -.owning the ob

Attachment X lists, by school. and observat on individual re-
spouses t this item. Ws itest was inel 4ortly oil Apt 4 Used .
with f and second, ohnrietions AAesire to see the observegior
guides t were Ackvieted. in their classrooms waft he.stibstance
o most of the teachers' comments, Witisore than of Abp.tcoase a under this items requesting feedback tso tettctrel concerning the
'observation procescs.. Three teaehers'Iranted to know Vilifications-
or the observer, with one of these stating that tlie*saroam o

resvonderzts
erred.

thatdis ,
being

server should have bilingual Classroom experietice.
requested that teachers be notified Ithen.theyiro,4d.
And while one teacher ;called the observer Lye, st
ste had caused one hour of teaching tine to be oat "die
avt,ionvu--two other teachers camplimented th observer_

courteous, quiet, non - disruptive, and nice.

.. 'Other Sources of Teacher -41ents - Classroom,Observeis and the Eve,-
luator received maw verbal, cotta concerning the observations
elementarr teachers during faculty meetings aneperaonal coaver-

: Lotions., berie comments usually dealt with one or more of three
categories_; 'Observer valid tati*s., the observation last
'4he OdOervition*Process.

. -_ . c ., .

e
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Observer 171-1fications Iliere were teachers who expressed _concern
ciVer ObServer salary, ,because many were under the impreseion that

%server. were tieing paid $8-10,f300 yr; Also,. teachers often .the
Obiervers as "evaluators'H'or emissaries from the ads:tidal:ration,
coming_into their classrooms fo make judgements about their teachlig
techniqueS ObliseAuently, they felt threatened by the Obsirver'a.
-presence., Because tof this definition 04he Observer's roll; these
teachers -expressed a-feeling that Observers should have teaching .

experience, ind some teachers suggested that at least three years
should be required. Others wanted Observers to have b17

lingual -teething experience. It should be noted that a- faculty-_

-many of these points were explained discusseth

Meeting vas held in each school before any obse were made,

,
-INto comments made sluring teacher' interviews related' to the Observant.
A Govalle bilinicual teacher said that she- bad not seen a Supervisor,

_:--puly_Observers; A Pakmbilingual teacher expressed _,the desire -to be
:--obtervedliy -soilsone_ with teaching experience.

puring the _Public Hearing in April the comment was made that "Obser-
vers should have experience in teaching before evaluatibet-eachers."_

g -

Otiseivition Instrument -- 4In the beginning the sbaervation_form:_vag_ _
noemade available' for the _teahers to know for what they"were being
observed; This, plus the fact that teachers did not have input; into

4the_detelopaeut of the observation form, influenced many comments.
the- -Office 4fr IiialuatIon Vidame avare_of.this

of opening communication with teachers were established. _fare faculty
sieetings were set up before the 2nd round 'of observations,. and the

-observation form was discussed at these meetings. A completed ob-
.servation fdrm based ion a hypothetical claisroom Witten up by
Classrriom Observers and posted on bulletin bo in all elementary
ithool offload. Teachers were given ,an opportunity to /sok over the

--- =fora and ate its, and lame did express concern over particular .
items end the methbds of rating.

.

Them was also concern expressed '
7 over whaewiit'being done with the- information that was being collected
in.' the _classroced,-:- who was seeing the data, and whether teacher''- -I
names were neluded on the fora. 5

e
J /

e e i 4
e.:C ques t: ions were: Who devised the fbria? Weri experienced teachers

includek,in the development of the fo 7 How accurate were the for"?
. . J..

tibservation*Proceis - The doncerus elated try teachers 'regarding 'the
'observation pro-etas refiectd a of underatandifig about the Project 6:
and vliallvs expected of them* Project teachers. These cipastlonm'
were as 'follows; Fhat vas the'Projectil goal, tad wiiii.
were teachers to follow? 'lint was the .role of the evaluator
staff ,__anit how could -something be evaluated if it ciiiintt.existl

.

B-12
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-What vire Observers laatint for, and why should teachers be, judged
when they had" been adequately trained or provided *with saterialal:
What vas `:.Q.1.ng to be doziejlith the infota.tion collected and why was

- 'being-co*ectiid? -
.

.
OtheriersOnal comments on. the obeeryation process - showed doubt by some
teadbers that three_ One-hour observations in a 8451 yeai-could
be -Croy rep4isentapive of a classroasta activities. Also, there _

were objeations to the fact that teachers were not told exactly when
-they `were going tobe observed. Often monolingmal teadbers_ felt
left Asti of, the programs and sale questioned vby they were being
bseryied it tbey.werwnot In the program.

feaCheF interyiews were a plentifta" source of =t, s relating to the
obs ion process. In answer to the question., "What :has been the
most- cial effect of the Bilingual/Bicultual Project in your
.alassro4a?" a Hstm bilingual teacher responded with "Having observers
has lade se more axaieof what I auk doing."

Z.n respoune to the question: "What has been y our b*eat _diaaPPolatze4
r

41.. with the Bilingual/Bicultural Project?" a . Govalle teem, teacher
do not like observatiOns or interviews bates:use stoner should.

bye used_for_mo matarislasts A stonolingual'tear.her at
-Coyalle stated that she had .not felt she vas Part ix the Project ex-
cept for the Observations.
. , , . ..

* The qmestibn "D6 you have arty other ccesaenis abotit' the Bilingual/Bicultural _.

Project which you -would like to make?" brought, these observation-. t
related commits: , . ,

it .. .
.. Allisort,_ monolingual reacher -"Clansr000. Observers have been-nice _ ,and have dat disturbed. Would. like to Imow more aaboitt, when they -are 1,

casing.h . 1-..-
fillisore, monolingual .teacher .- "03:Seerdom Observers have. ot --__ _

braced from elassroan. ' 7
s i

Goyalles .1.aonolingwil teaclier - "Observers in the programa ratethe =opt
., of Bilingual/Bicultural, materia,1 in the'rocis ant I em not in the

Bilingual/Bicultural.Piogram, so*I.shoiald not be criticized." 4,
Pala, "Bilingual teacher - "Too much observation/08=e disruption, and
teacher wants to be observed by people` with classrocat eiperience. Ex-
cess observation, information can be gathered _murk efficiently .°
Palm, ,monolinaw4. - "W4u.l.d like_ to know when Observers are.caming
(genekally) -4- sometimes ineanvenient."--

.- .
The Public

.
!fearing held, in April also yielded seem insiglat into teachers'

reactions to 'observations. _ Comments offered at that time were: ,
V

1 ir V
1. The bicultural teachers are evaluateAfor bleu4=ek_thingETN .,...that no one has -trained then to do., . I , . , . -- -4



N,

If 'bicultural teachers are not in the program they Should
not Ite 'eyaltutted -

The erimation, staff needs to know that ,is going on 171-the
School, '.- - ! , . ,
,Teachers should not be, evaluated on mat'e'rials requisitioned
rim, but_not -received, . , ..

. 5If have to &l ate something. delete eviluation,ratbeethan.. _.,

teacker training, sincethe evaluaticib Vould'juSt Ahoy a:
poOr perfozsance one hadn't been trained for anyw_ ay; :.

_En, response tomany of 'these ccumnts, the veiliatical=staff drafted
a asawirsmdua to all Project teachers sussarlaing the four basic con.:
earns Which 'Were being expressed and offering:saw information releatd.
tO lifteh,; These four cqracerns were ssmiarized as

4,:.-..-- . v

Raw repiesen" ;save. of what actually happens in 1St olassroolt
can 1iree one-hclui olfseryations-be? - .

a no more imediste feedback on the obser4ations
givp td the teachers? - .

4.What ittalificationsi.are necesiarA for a person to observe
.in a sroom?, , . .t.

Ilow -ire the descriptions being: vriiten 'aboqt elatb,
.

4
. .

COliellEa01113 -. , .- s - .,
. .

, . . .
-

. : The first .evaluation question addressed iiras "Aacirding to classrica.
teachers, did the procedures fo .. in bbserVing. classrosxas yield.

. a representative sarg5le of dlas.. . . ivitiet?" -Teachers remanding
to reaction formsgenerally felt tbat t classrocis situations observed
were re presentarkive of the poise. salmi. ice of ''their classes; *we/ter,
individual teacher ccamenti'indl.cated res ions by, a eir teabltera
on 'alit _Witt. __The_ total 1121citmt of time 4 ,e4ssrocat observed,
vas discussed, with sere each,`ers, questioning whqtfier three 11,5-minute.
observations during the .school year could,yield.%.trul,y,,,representative
picture of -a. claierocas. The reservaticins, stated-far-the reaction forms
were more 'often related to specific.dscimilwtances that particvtlar .*

tea.r.hirs felt paused6an cbservaticarpertod to be no/I-respresentative
'Iliaelit. tea6b.er sences, c3.assrocat rescheduling, and spe!tial .activities
iruck:is holiday ra,grams and art' were mentioned, , - ,. _ _

0P ik.0 '
Teachers' on the comp3.eted observation forms 'supported the
itiiimqi,lon that he observation form yielded. generally execrate
fora Lion about, classroce fletivitigi during the time observed. Several
teachers did qfiestion ratingi given In a few.specitke -ireful; however,
the _majority of. cosssenti were in agreesent Nith the Observers' ratings.

5

The secixid evaluation question addres \Le: was "Accor.ding to classroca
rteachers, did the .observation process self have fairly adlersa-effect

.fxsion '--clessrocs

1

t



-Teadhei.commentsitat both thCeonvenience_4 igT1E-tillie of the
obesl*Ionis and the amount of'disruptiotr,_ sal es b the Oh-

-se.er"-C*1)Port the conclueton thatiitolee-in a few instances,
- .--. the ObserVAtIon: process .did not detiant:tecei-classroost decorum or

'15cW10:17 activities; ___-_ .. -_-57---12",---ff-,_. -- --- _
_. 1

!--- -- ._--: _ _ ,,,_-_,..--a--_---::-..,-,-1.-:

glic third artlaatisi suestion.aareigetnias "In vhat foriwcnad class-
Foam teacherli .1)refer to i7eciive4sedbaa. on the observati, ecarpleted.

--in their classrooms?" Dom. -ciAct-id regarding fear.h'er -desire for . :
feedback leads tothe cCnciiiej23ii that_ they feel a stronineed for
feedback' end preferithat e-completed observation fora be. ieft.with 4 -
them- atter "-Oach. classroom O:bservation., 'VA,: few, bowevers=vant a , 1.

eonlited. iIorm left with the principal es yell. :While mOsefeel that
:diacussion of the ccapletei form would be vabiablet a weir small per-
ematigeyant faculty meetings -for discussion of coupleted observation

- forms. .- .. . . ..

* . . '

eo r tat a a 1 o v. a which may be dray or the scope of the three atat6d.
evabiation questions, concern Observers' valifications and assistance
from the Zrojeet staff. Many eourtents.received questioned the quali. _

fications of Obseryers Without talching experience for observing clasa.-
roCiaa.".: Since thii area was not pursued,formallys. all that Can.be_
2seictheie is that there Vas concern, of an undetermined aisourrp97`over
"04511cl/tics; ?iiiire_ver, the reactions of teachers to thee.cctreitet of the .
eaupleted observation, forms do not support a conclusion thit lack of
teaching experience caused any unreliability in the dita..eollected.

. A CtX10012 content from teachers was that observations were preceedin,g
the assistance from Vie-Project staff neceltiary to be rated veil ou

requisite to being .evaltated.

the., observation fain. Therefore, teachers felt that they bad not
received the train4i1g and superrision-vhichirlhonid have been a pre-

. . , .
____

*

Overalls teacher comments, related to two for thekes
. .-=

1. Objectively., the ,observation process was reasonable, tmobtrusIves
and provicted accurate data.

2. Subjectively, the observation process vas_inapproprietE and
was conducted by persons with too little experience. -..

Recommendations
. ,.. - . . .,

e7""s t
Nothing reportet.ere would support eliednating the classrocos.C;bservati914

- I

process from the ojects1 evaluatibn design. ,N,ovevers severa3. re- .
yisions would be in order as suggested by the conclusions in this report.

a. , 1.

ifa

4 '6'
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Considerations in BiedirThig Observations To Avoid Atypkeal

.

-Activities -

-5

,

a.; General Scheduling ..- The calezida:r for-.elassrc:om. °bairn-

tiona -Should be planned so that no observations vi34. be,
aonauctea just before qr after a boil. -.4._ at the ftigirining
of-the school year (hrough the end of 1.epteisber), _at the
end of the school year (frost the 111 1

irithin tree ve`elss of the start of the Christmas_ vacation'
b. Incidental Conflicts Obsertatim schedules shoUld be _

rearranged-to avoid days following a teacher`absence or
a major claisrocse reorganization,_ or*preceeding- a apecial
school program. -

Ccenunication Stith Teacher's tlbserred
a."- Prior to the Observation - Teachers ihou3s1 felyrytift-t*

vita the actual form being =ed.,' areas to be/ observed.,
acid the criteria specific ratings.

b. After the Obs - At a mlniimma, the teacher 'should 6
Irrovided a copyof the etiolated observation form.-

3'. liepresentativeness of Activities Observed- ' 1 - _ ='

a. Length of Observations - The evaluatio& staff-stout& averts ,

% schedule observations of sufficient duratipn. to accurately'
rate theacti,rity being observed.-- _

'Frequency of ObServitions - Consideration should. be gixen_
to pinrining obethations in classrooms as frequeOli.,as
resources permit. . -4.
Sampling of Classrooms - 1n order t6 success/VE.1y follow
a and b- above, sampling of classroom; may n to be
instituted in place of comp] ete observati of all Pro:
Sect aassrooms. .

Qualifications of Classrots Observers
4 'a. Experience ..r Even though the qualifications .ror ibservers ..

in the 7344 Project vas functi y ideuusteAbseziei-_____.
hired in the futureshoulit have as much cilassroda ex-_ -
perience as possible to aid in their-being acceptidby the

b.

teachers. t . -
Duties - Consideration should, be made .of the stables

aissigned. to .Observers to-ensure that -Weir experience
e ' and qualifications match -their responsibilities.

5. Coordination. of Obseryations vith Staff' and
Stpervisoiy Activities .. s

. a. 13aseline Data - If classroom are to be observed .to -es --
tallish baser -data prior to staff Teve3.opmenb-activ-

, hies liatihr suPet:dsory- ipterveption$, tiesphers should
biasdeavare pf the function of the Observitions as _ft

, Icreeigteasur.-b ..... . ---.,?:_ !f.
, b. Formatimi valuation r Observations- aide tarpar_t of ihr the

: -formative evaluation of the project's_ luetructiousl activities ,
'should be scheduled in coordination with Staff development;
ativities and swervision- to `ensure that obseevition does,
-not preceed the scivarisgplestentation of propoSed.itztivitres.

, 2--



. Classroom Observation Reaction Form
Biliagual/Dicuitural Project

Austin Independent School District
,

4
-4.1/-

....

; If you wish to zonoent on tOdayrs observation af_your classroom, please
i- respond to these items and /or' write any additional emanate iwhich o:t1r1 help

improve =the-observation -procese4
_,....-

-....-,----71,-...;- ,--- ,
---Circlethe;most -appropriate choice.

-4prAcineri

_
5

observation was conducted it a convenient; time.
. -

9ca
-

pletefy Mostly Partly False Mostly Comiletely
False, I False," Partly ,True - True. True

--1 2 , 3 4 S.

,

at Tlie-classreesa.situation3 Obseried were representative of the _normal activi-
tieif .of my blase.- :

5 F -. 1,-
COMPretelY _ - Mostly Partly False , Mostly-..; Falie_ ...- False Partly True - True

1, 2 . 3" 4

-

r ,

. ,
.,-C. The- elassrdom pose ef did inat detract froit, the classroom decorum nor the

renesi -of ins 1 activities. .

Completely -

True
5

-. -
Completely ,Moe ly Partly.False:-

Fal0' Fa se-. - Partly Trtie. ,
2 '- . 3

Commeats:...

.
Other comments 'concerning the observation:.

._;

_Mostly
Tnie

4.

- . .

:Schap

into _the district mail. 13-1
-. Thanks

Completely
True



r ATTACHMENT IY

LASiROOMLOSWVATION RRACTtbN FORM
--Bilingual/Bitultural Project
Auitin*Independent Saveiol_District..

-z
, _ .

r. crifVYPu -wish to comment on today iii *observation of your classroom, and,- -:; the __CIassrocin observations fn, general, please _ respond_ to these items,
ndlor _write any :erdditional comments which Would help us. improve tjw,.

ohseritatiani'process. -4 :.`

: z .---

i- ---: :_
, . - , 4 . - _

The classroon situations observed were representative for the_.
-nOrmai activities of lay class. i. --.,----,,, .1 .- =_

=-i.completely false..2.mostly false..3.PartlY flase...4.1oasty trtle..5.comPletelY true
. -

(If 1, 2, or 3; why?) -T . ,partly true

-,

,k

. After reading the comleted observation form, / feel that it is
tt an accurate representation of my class'roon during the time.observeci.

,--- .1.completely,false..2.mostly, false..3.partly tolfse..4.1ostly true..5.completely. true
(if 1, 2, of 3, why?)_ partly true , a

. - -. -

.

I
.. t

Which of the fallowing do you feel is nices-sary = in providing
feedback to teachers being observed? . (Check ell approprigti)

i. Leaving completed form with* teacher
. ..

2. Leaving completed form with principal
3. Discussing' obseiliation with teacher 2 -
4; Discussing observations with faCtilty in a meeting
5.. No feedback.

. -

." ..

I

ttet-yo-u have any suggedtions/comments about the observation
ins- trument the classroom obiefvers, used in your classroont?

. _

Do you have aity suggestions/comments for- tlieobservation process..`
next yeir? J

.
Teaiher code: .4.

. r it,

Pleast,fold, staple, and 3$rop into the dilitrictmall. ',Thanks

_1

94
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'Item: The classroom
- Y k

4

/

'k

ATTACHMHANT III - TLeiBLE'OF RESPONSES ANDAENTS 111 .
9

situations observed werealeiresentative of the normal activities of my class;

. 1st Observation .

Percentage a) of
teachers returning
Reaction Fort's who
rdaponded . . .

,

.

-

.G
01\.VLLTC
A
L
L
E

A
. 1,

.1

S

0
N

P,M,ALL
A

'M'

--"----""

E

Z

.

5

H
0

- 0
L
f.

...1=Completely false 0 0 -0 8 2

.:.1=Mostly false
.

: .

5 -0 O. 8 3

".1=PtIgYvfti::', 24
,

12 10 23 18

'...4=M6stly true 'i

, .

,43 65 50' 46 51

,
...5=Completely true. 29 24 15

,--

26-

Percentage (Z)' of
teachers returning
Agaction Forms

60 .53 5054

ACed-Response
4,.

4.0 \4.1 4.3 3.5 4.2

Total I Observed 35 33 19 26 113

9r

2nd Observation

G
0-
V
A'

L
L
E

A
L
L
I

S

0
. N

P,

'A

L
M

M
E

.T
Z

:

ALL
S
C

-H
0'

0

0. 6 0 9 ,4

g 6' 0 0 2

, )

'25 12, 25' 18 19

44, 47. 25 27 39

31 29 50 46 37,

46 51 42 42.45

4.3 3.9 4.3 4.0 44;
,

35 33 19 26 113
.

I

3rd Obse atiom

G

0
V Ai,

A
L
L '

E

A
L
L
I

S

0
N

P
A
L
A

-

,

M
E

T
Z --..H

'

ALL
S

. C

-0

Q
L

- S

0 0 0 0 0

0 14 0 $ 5

20 14 25 0 18

67 43 50 50 '47

13 29 25 50 19,,

43 42, 33 44 41

1.9 ,.3.9 i,.4 41.5 4,1

35 33 42. g .89

A

Totals

cr

0.VLL
A
L
L

-A
L

I

S

0

P

If

M
E
T

Z

.

ALL
S

C

H
0

0

2

IIII 3

11111111101 '129

46 11/1 39 39 46

111110111101 32 30

50 48 1111 46. 48

1111111111 4.00-4.1

21 " Ili: :61,315

96
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. .

The classroom situations observed were reyresentatiie of the normal

'77

activities. of py olasi.

L

. : -_, Rating'....,

. 3 We_vere doing Christmas'Axt. It was perfectly convenient for me;
I.don't know about the observer.

wi 1
. i .

4 Reading groups. were being conducted.
.

,

4 Same schedule, but activities differ greatly frog day to dy.

:4 1 There were few exceptions. I
.

,
. _

.

4 . Z had beWout 3 days - things a bit confused tat least for miI)

Responses ofCbil4en were normal in accurateness but children
are usuPlly less active, and less noise... were are day like'
this, but many tiPes_they do better:

.

Ve don't cook food every day, but we will about four times in

40
thi two week period,

GOVALLE/COLIS
I ' v

Rata *%

Cl-was overly aware of the observer and reacted aaccordinglyccordingly -
created extremely poor learning situatiOn. 4

The observer saw tird'tgall reading, groups, while the rest of the
ties's was in music. She did not see 'the room when it, is full

and several activities are going on at once.
.

3 Today vas my Ilth day oi teaching in this group of children. We
are still getting 'to know each other-AndJihat-I expect of 'them.

3 Mondays and Fridays are high.-activity days.

1

4 The sttdentd showed off a bit as evident sate of their
comments, etc. ' -

4 My teacher-aide"vas out for the morning. I would not
observed again when"she is here;

We had one student :41 o. is usually in Learning Lab. We'also had
-% 4 stUdents,who have not been placed in a reading group_due to

new schedule.

I

B-20 9"'
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.The classroom situations observed were representative of the nofeal
activities of my class. (Continued)

MEM CC T3
V

Rating. 11P
.

1 Christmas presents }being made - pirata7trought in, etc.

2 As'I said eft," - it '*was Friday -'the Christmas tree and right' .

before Cfirfstnas aad we hadn't had language in -two daysbecause.
. of Field Trip. ' )-- .'

.3 Filet year teacher, ehildreh Very excited due -to Holiday season.
.

-_ .

3 Mondays and Fridays' are "bad" days - ehildreit are-restless and
less responsive in the hoped - for way. Friday afternoons are
disastrous. But she didn't inconvenience me by her presence.

4 Using arts aad crafts, filmstrips, projectors, at the.same
time ia typical of my classrooms at certain' classes - not all.

. 1

PALM COI-

Rating-
5 Children were adjusting to revised schedule and also to the

observer. _

2ND OBSERVATION

3

ALLISON -COMMENTS

Rating
1 s We were

.2

GOVALLE

Fridays
Reading
rules!

3.

Rating'

3 Not 'enough forItne sitting.

I

practicing cutting valentines.

I try to upe gkes aad'teach. I teach Level 5, 6, and 7
to 5th graders, and they all like-to and set their

>
1. . I have had to try new approachei because the needs

of my Stiadents. .,

1.

7

4 This is the first.week of a new schedule and the ebildren are
not yet Sure of where they go, it what tine- Hence some small

. confusion at changing time.

of about three

- With a few interiuptiCnsi

141 98,-



The classroom situations ,observed reiresentative of the notmal
activities Of w class. (Continued) e
HEM coodrra

. Rating
Nine were absent` - only one child in reading group.

4 Usually we are involved in more
-learned - but since there is no
two days work..

-PAM S. Ir. C.A.

SORE

3D OBSEPSATION

1.A.I0I/SVCOMMENT$

Batt:3g

2 ( We were trying something ve hadn't tried, and.ve didn't,like the
iday it worked.

2 Only 12 children; others were practicing for Program.

4

activities to pppop what is
spe ling toborrow,:we had to do

3 The observation took place during an art activity, so it was a..
bit more hectic than usual.

3 They were' representative of normal activities forthe aft loon

vith-ty own homeroom. The observation was in the morning We

did not have our usual instructional lessons, since we e pre-

paring for our Easter picnic and MUlti-Cult4;4. ProgramL,

5. However, I do have some bilingualib4cultural materials th t ere

not observed (books and pictures were in library center). o,

)I bad display papers other than art - I had just taken down a whole

bulletin board of papers and hadn't'had a chance toreplace them. \

e.

GOVALLE COIC.MT.S

Rating

5 For that particular time in the morning observed.
a

3 The children wereNyery high because Dr. Davidson vas here as

substitute principal and he had eaten lunch with them and also
they,had.an especially important Challenge game to play at 2:00.

3 . Most ofthe t they have been quieter however they have been

getting lou and louder in the,last couple of"weeks. Also I

feel it imps ant to know that I have the low achieiers'out of

-Al class of 44.- room is very confined and observers always

give them-a"chance to show out.

B-22 99
f



The classroom situations observed were repre/entative pf.t.he normal

activities oftmy class. (Continued)

CGIEDIENT.

Rating .

4 Just returned from surgery, so I, had a hard time reassociating
with the children and schedule; This was also my first science
unit and a did not know where the substitute 'left off in
bilingual activities.

4 During readip time:

PALM Ca TENTS

RCM

I

et

P

.1G

B-23
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ATTACHMENT IV 1- TOLE OF RESPONSES AND COMMENTS TO ...,
.

7 -Item: The' observation was conducted at a convenient time.

.

t/
I

lat. Obierva tion

- .

Percentage a ) of
teachers returning

Reaction Forms Who
responded . . .

. ..

G

0
V
A
I'
L
E

A-P
YF
L
I

S
'0

N

A
L
IL

E'
T
Z

S

C

. R
0
0
,L

S '

....1COmpletel 'false- 0 0 0' 0 i. '0

.2=Morktly false 0 0 0 0 0

. .3*Partii false,
Partly true

14 0 10 '31' 13

..4=Nostly true 38°' 41, 50 23. 38

.5.4Completely true ,048. 59. 40 46 49

Percentage CZ) of
teachers returning

,RPartinn Remits ,
60

.

,56 53.
.

50 54

Iteilponse 4.3 4.2 '4.3 4.1 4..3

otal # Observed 35 33 19 26 113

1 0 .

.

-

..2nd Observation'-

O
"0
V 6,
A
L
L ,

E

A
L
L
I

S
9
N-

P

A
L
H

o_

II

/E.
T
Z

,

ALL

a
0
0
L
S

0. 0 0 2

'0 12 13 0'

6 12 13 - 9 10

44 35 25 '73 '44

50

..,

41 50 9

46 49 -42 42 46

4.4 3.4 4'.14.7 3.9'

.35 33 19 26 113

Totals

0
-0 ',

V/
A .

'L

. i
' E

A
L
L

I
S

o
N

P
, A.
°L

14.

.

.,1{

E, -

T .

t

'ALL

C
' H

0
o
L
5-

.c) 0 0 4 1
.

0 6 6 0 3

'11 6 11 21 12

41 38 39 4 41,

49 50 44' 29 44

53

.

52

. -

47

,

46 50

-

-4.4 4.0
.

4.2 3.9 4.1

70 66 38 52 226
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r '

Iten: _The Observatiod.was conducted at a convenient time
. ,,'
f . a

1ST OBSERVATION

ALLISON COMMENTS-
-

'Rating
.

. 1 , .

.

4, .-1 We'were doing Christmas Art. It was perfectly-convenient for
-lie. I clOn't kiow about the observer. A

. -

5 We werehiving spelling and reading. It was a good time to ,

obierve. .

5 ' I had another teacher from another school observing, me at the
Same time.

.

GOVALLE COMMENTS

Rating
3 This particular day -Mss a little different from usual - I was

not on the usual schedule becauselI had to take care of
particular matters the previous day the first thing thataorning.

3 At this tithe I conducted only lessl is English.

4 It was in the afternoon so the activities were leas structured

4 Early in the morning is usually a good time. However me 'team
teach - And had just.changed.

4.

METZ COMMENTS

Rating

1£

3 I had a bad virus/cold, so my tethioerament was not the-best.

.3,- 'The classroom was, really wild today. The tree fell down
earlier in the morning and most of the students were stir? ei'ciird
from that. Also being Friday, they are always hyperactive.

3 Mondays and Fridays are "bad'days" - children are restless And
less responsive in the hoped - for way. Friday afternoons are
disastrous. But she didn't inconvenience me by her presence.

4 I was nor infotmed ahead of time of her coming as the letter
' sent to us stated.

5' -I was observed during my Spani h Reading class,
.

this was most appropriate.
:.,

.

PALM COMMENTS

Rating
5 . It was done in the morning when say children perform the best.

B-25

and I felt that

I
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°

Rating - '

- 2 We.-were changing classes and hetvng sp

storytelling,

a , .
4

.

6

and writing and
-

It is nev, convenient, for these children.aie not used to'
visitors and all want to,be noticed.

,

Regular claim routine. '

Rating
4 Classroom 1s not self-contained. In.rring observation, .had

children 'ft= two other rooms.

Rating. .
, .

1 Aide was absent. Nine children absent. TeaCherhad two reading

. groups at once. So put two together to practice recording.
Recorder-didn't work.

-
.

.3 It was during frep time and the, only instruction was reteaChing

on-a one-to-on basis. . .

./ At

:
I had h math - 1/2 spelling during hour (America.

..

4 We hard just about 10 minutes of language left before matfi started.
Would have liked the dbserver to be here from 8:45 on in order to
view all centers and the aide working with the lads,(8:45 - 9:45)

s-

'PAIR COMMENTS ,
, _

,
. .

Pating 0.
!

1 NONE
. v

4 .

2 They had to wait for. a while because of our activities.
- -,

3 NONE

4 NONE

104
p-26 ,
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, - ' ATTACITMEN'r V - TABLE 6F RESPONSES AND COMMENTS; TO .. .

. .
Item: The classroom obserVer did not detract from the claesroom decorum nor the effectiveness of instructional'.

activities. , . . / '. A '
>7 , '

. , .
.

laid Observation . .

.
."..

4

,

e

z.
1st Observationf

.

, . .

-Percentage. (%).of

teachers returning

-

0
V.'

A
I.

L

12,..

A
L

M
E
T

ALL
S

C

'Forms "who responded A I' M "2 -. H
x:

,..,. '

- L

L
S

0
II
0EN L Q,

,
.

,S

.:.1Completely falser. 5 O. O. 0 2

...2,2,MoStly false 40 0 0 8 2

...3=Partiy false
. 5 .0 10 15 .7-

Partly true

...4"Mostly true , 33 35 34 23. 31

...5=Comiletely true 57 65 .6D 54 59 -

Percentage (X) of .

teachers returning.
leactioe arms

60' 52 53 50 54

Sean_ Response . .4 .43 . 7 4'. 5 .4 .2 4, 2

Total i ,Observed 35' 33 '19- 26 13

N.

G
0
V t*

A
L
L
E

A 4'

LLL
I
S

0,-
N

P
A

m
.

14

E
T
Z

.

'ALT;

S
C

0
0
I.
S

r
0 0 0 0

Q. 6 0 0 '' 2

6 0 13 0 4'

44- -29. 25 21 33

50 65 63 73 62
N.. I

.

'46 51 '42 42 45

. ., . .

$:4 t4t5 :4.5.4,7 4.5

35 4.33 19 26 113

Totals
-771--

G
0
V
A
'L

z.'
- E

-

A
1
1.-

"a ,
' S

0 .
M.,

, P

A
1.-

11

14

E
T-

. z.

.

.s

ALL'

.S
c

, H

5?
0-

i 1

S

-;

*-.3 0 . 0 - 0
.; .

-...0 3 0 4 ": 2

5' 6 '11 8. 45

38 32, 28 :25 32

54:.-65 -61 63 60

L /..,

.

53 52 48 46 50
.

4.4 .64.54.5

.

4114,

70- ke 38 52 226
_ . .

4.

r

V

F.
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ti
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.
The classroom observer slid not detract fx'oai the Classroom delorum northe
4offectivelaesa of instructiohal. activities. '

I . .

=1ST 'OBSERVATION

ALLISON- COMMIS

Is -,1f ."

,.
ng i , f ,

IP

Not
4

b' i few showed cff, etc., Not much chairge other thath,,Ithat.4. .
a _

,..,- , 4S . .

( :, '. -14 The cfeirren fifight. have 'been e.more ,eicitable with a L
, -

1

visitor, but probably no 'zirttibo.n-usuall-' -- 2 ( --
,,; c . . .

., , s -.

children did not 4-pet "tch.be e,.liiistbit cone rued about
thea-observek's preeetct.. : .. . -

A;
.

- ,
,, 7 -

, - - -
5 Unless children felt the presence of more.adtats in the rogi,

but no visible signs they reacted to ',her presence. ei .

...

.4- *A

-5 The childrerrforgot she was in there.
I

. GbVALLE b-OMMENTS -

Rating

\se

1 Class was overly aware of the observer and, reacted according-1,y -.-
creattiVextremelyr poor learning situation.. _-...= , ,--.. ::-.* s'

,. f -4. $. --

The students behavka bit differentlY With the-observers. ,As.

. stated, before, someibfthe students 'were, trying to, get noticedstated
by the observer (t\ome of the .4.... `nts. were evident of this).

.

.'4,. lad .one student iiioNiri to Nhow-offn a littie. r 0 .

' ., ;
,

. .. .
. : r

4 ,There -was nothing, wrong th the obsorva.tion process;...
4

. .. .
. Cb.ildx'en are not Atsed stranger in the clasircom. --'

-s -
, . <

5 I vas- -very surpriged that the qhf.l.drgra'' ?Bid not bother the .
= observers. ' Five year .cids usuaLlyijusidivitt do-that, .

.

.5 Unless childreh f:elt the piesence of more aditith in the room,
,b4t no risible as they.reacted to.herlresence.

. 5 .4.47---,

5 The children forgot she was in there. . - - .

.7-

.:;-.'
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a 1.

The clsssroO observer enot detract film the Classroom decorufm.,nor the
effeativeness actiV.ties. (Continued)-

5

.

ootoliNis _

.

' 2 Ile children were aware of her and.vere more talkative
't

and-

IF

even sillys I'don know If this was due to her presence elitireiy

or partly, Friday 'afternoon.t
,

I had one ohila to go Over to talk with hers

4 .iiihewas new to th situation of thy room..and'the children were -
act smart t6 "impress" -her.

eOMMENTS. .

Rating , . 1 *
<

True in'itself, but one other obierverfaide was also new to the`,
situation, so

_
it took a little -while for class -,t4 ease back to

normal. .Observer. came at a time where it-avas' impossible for
me to present her tb.the class.

2ND OBSEleATION

'ALLISON- CO2 ENTS

Rating
2 Ditracted only in 'that our children show off for visitors and

try every way to obtain the "spotlight."

The observation was made newr theclose of the ac'ides4.q
activities ens assignments;. when pupils were tree to go to
Game Center (scheduled on Friday).

5 We tad a great member of absences so "we were n'odOing normal
, .activities - mostly reinforcement. -

GOULLE COMMENTS

4/

dren were excited to. have s
Observer could have explained toInthe room.

bmeone in the room. Perhaps the
the class what she was doing'

METZ COMNTS
- .,
sztaing 7

5 lihe children yorked well with her in, the room - when some of t
girla talked to .,her, she was friendly, but not distracting.

33-40
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The,,classroam7abseiver did, not detract from the classroom,decorum nor the
offectIvenqssofinstruct16.al activities. (Continued)

.a

.4

. .
.

4. - .As just a' matter of Informatioh,- I would appreciite knoiring--,,

..
,,

.WhethetAor not the'Observers had ever taught and hoN0ong. 4t.
.i .-

Studeni, teacher was in charge of cuss activities.

N.

9

109,
B-30
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A.. E VI - TABIE OF,1EsEOSES fhED 4 7:... .,..,

I t e i l i t Wet rea.d140e-Coapleied Observatica finis, I' feel -that it ii as accurate -representation of
Tay Aissrotat during tits -Eine-observed.

-_ .

E.

..-

.
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3r Observation

-

Peicentage (2),Of
teachers returning
leaction gores; who

'-1Pgresponded;,.; /,

.
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11
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b 2

,

ALL
S
C
H
0
0,
L

I% Tcotaileteli /aide 4
_

0 0 0 A

i ,s,o2'tofalk false'
-

-.0 40

. .3mPaPartly Vie,_false, 20
,

0 11

...443nstii 'true
,

67 73 50 . -75 70

...5=Conplitely true 13
.

14 50 R. 25 . 19

Percentage (2) ofteachers returning - -
ItizArtirm Forisst

-
'" 46 - 45 42 44- 45

Ilean Respons
A

3;9 4.1 4.5 4.3 4.2

.Total # Observed 354' 33 12 9 89

1 9
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ff.

After reading the completed obseivation form, I feel 'ghati it i an accurate
-representation of sgr vaaasroom du4ng the time, obseried.

3R1, W/ATM'

--Bating

4

-./

5

WVATIE COMMEkS

COTS

Irothen natesilas were listed. StiAdents were shaved to
of their-activities.

MbstIy true - one exception, though, more materials were being
used than what were listed on observation sheet.

The comment said there was no evidence of learning °enters
The observer as sitting in front of a 7 pocket center
oh s, end,, .-'endings. Also indication of-no discussion of "
vocabulary ve were making a vocabulary book.

Grouping for instruction had taken place close to beginning o ,

Period.

Very accurate observation!

4

Bating ,
.

3 , Partly false -- because some things were in the ,clasaroan, 'but

observer, failed to see them, mark -them, or 'realize them. Made
. .n mistake' -in averaging and arriving at grade.

_

-41*.s--,

C.

4 The activity the children Were siding while tie observer was here
was not as much of A success as the observer thoight it was.,
although her obtervations were accurate.' . .

The observer missed the large-group discuskon activities. We
diehave a display on. famous Black Americans =Which had been
taken down recently -- Earlier in the year we did some activitieg'
related to 'Mexican Americans.

st 1

3 Students papers were displayed oiribulretin board? (Also students
switch rooms so they may have work in this room that ip not
hiarent in the other room and.vice yew.) Grouping - since we
are team teaching we are grouped alreadvin.separate rooms.

len =sons 4
tY

-Bating

Usually have more 'bilingual. activities and materials out, but
theSMiad to 14 shelved uttlsra responsible- substitute could

r use them. My aide was trained to,use angufwe Master but always
claimed she still didn't underntin
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.... .

Itemi Vlach of diefoil:Yang do you feel is necessary in providing feedback to
teaCbers being observed?

_ . _; r
.

.

OBSEMAT/ON

-AILLSON-COMENTS,-

1,apprecigte-seeing and having a copy of the observation form._.

0'

11 4
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Il
ATTACHMENT VII/

- 1

Item: Do you_ have any suggestions/comments about the observation instrument the
. _

Classroom obServers used in yourlassroom?

3114-ONSM4T/ON

-ALLISON &MINTS
4,0

- :'fiery thorough. Perh4s too long to be all done im.45! minutes:

--No
--It is long id detailed and the 45 adiutes.ia too Short a time span
to observe:

a
e.1-thing listed on _observation sheet; Is the time

*element taken into poisideration/ a are you assuming that what
isn't marked isn't there?

-401
--She didn't see my many charts and games, art supplies - Charts
vere,gut, other materials in Closets (Reading game table as in
corner). Observers could walk around room to see more carefully,
or ask:shout materials, stations, etc., that are put up during
time of -observation.

'--Several items seem contradictory - ex. freedom og 16:Timex-it, gets
drinks, move around room /no vanderingaround room. Some items On
Checklist could not possibly be observed - ex. field trips planned,

4. Lappreciate the polite manner of the observers.
=-Theinstrument used seemed bk in general. In; the_observation and

, comment of bare space of room divider, I don't think it shoUld'be
used for displays, as ate codbine classes at tides.

GOVALLE_COMENTS

--It seems fairly complete-. . .

--It's excellent - very.complete and fair. The only exception to this

is part I and part T. Kindergarten is not the place to push ethnicity

to the extent recommended by the observation form. Also I vish the

observers could have been aiare of may grouping techniques. I have 4

very definite groups - grouped according to achievement on the SOL

'materials. I don't really see how the observer could. have missed
seeing my definite grouping.. At; any rate,. think the instrument must

be the product of many hours of thouihtful consideration. Thanks for

being so fair tix-u.s. teachers =, we're trying!
--There sould be a purpose for observations and all concerned should
know the purpose.

- -I feel some of the categories can not be adequately observed. in

the period of time the'observer spends in the classroom. Example:

Appropriate grouping strategies, references to local cultures are
apparent, first-hand experiences.

; The observer was very thorough-- quiet and seemingly impressed.
,-;

115
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1

Do-you have any suggestions /comments about the observation instrument the
clastrooacbservers used in your Classroom'? (Continued)

---,Seems adequate. Allows a 1peof leeway; a loeof disruption.
will never have any'cultural" evidences except:111ft few social

studies_actAlties-during the year. Help from the curriculum _

writer has been sparse.

--I thin:the instrument they use is very adequate and coak coaplete.

PAH COMMENTS
.

-uNO .

-=Would suggest leiVing completed observation fora with teacher each
time teacher is being observed.

--NO - I

. -

116
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rites: lb you
.
have any.suggestions/comments for the observation procesinext year?

3RD- OBSERVATION

- I feel that an observer should move about in the classroom to bitter
acquaint herself with all the materials being used in lesson and other
material available in'classrocia. Note: I feel better about"thit'ob-'
nervation than the.other two-main reasons because the observer and,-I
talked briefly and she left the form 'with me.. _-

ALLISON CrIENTS

4- -45 minutia, 3 times a year -how representative,can that be?
5

nit not sure, bup this really doesn't sh9v anYqing of the general Pattern
df our program. ).

,

- I vould like the observer to ask what has beep done incises and what
they plan to do in the future.

9

- NO'
, *

- Notify teacher before observing his/her class. ,

8,

I

- Fine as is - so ad to see completed form of observation.

- A checklist of what they Vill'be obierving.

- That the observeriChave a sch e of teacher's activities, and if --

,podsible arrange to obse.. ser to the beginning of a period instead.

.L

GOVALLE COMMENTS

.1 +

Seems to go fairly smoothly. I like the reaction fork in which the
teacher can state if the day was usual or not. Also, the observer
waa:very calm and non-distracting; The children did' not react to her
presence. That helped to normalize the situation:

4
- I was very happy with, this last observation, and then I was,truly

surprised to find the observation instrument in my iaailbox. Thanksi

Supply materials and information in the claisroom to bring about *e situation

ale

or outcome the program is designed for.
-

I think many of the negative feelings about the instrument or obgerVation
in general could be lessenecif teachers received more guidelines and, A
.assistance from the Project at the bbginning of the year, and all .

through theachool year. The observer-in my classroom has always had
a pleasant attitude, and did not ia any way make.me or the children un-
comfortable.

.
.

117
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,Do you Piave any comments /suggestions for the obseX4ation process next year?

(Conti:hued:Y.:

a

..-.9011-AtiE COMMENTS <Co4tinue4).-
/

,

-

this olaaaroopaoliai was satisfied.
G ,

-",-.;,=,- - .= j,

lilen,y5u)sy you're Aot going to evaluaii the teacher - don't eviluatel
iut -1Wacheri ,- -:, ,-.. ..... .

.4
Preme to eve bilingual-hicUltural material in my classroom, I will
need help mith the materials.

) /

'7

- In order for this to be'more beneficial, the observer,ne4ds to stay in
Ahe room for longer periods of time to observe more varied lesson activities.

,
.

. .:.

. ._

- .Yllisinste-it completely. ty team teacher and I were observed, and the
wrong materials were credited to me -and to her. Thin is.the first copy

-- of the forte I see, and if it is. representative of the others... I. can
..

icertainie use the funds Dor something worthhile.
_ ..

0
.

.
- I don't knoll what kind, of training the observers do, but it,was ohvious

that they-hav4 not been exposed to my type of students very sinch because
of, reactions to same. orthe things my students didi

__ - Have the observers move around more.

NONE

merz cations

-. Keep up the good work!

, .

treallywish abserverS were more experienced in teaching or in education.
AQ objection to theobserver I hAd,'thoogh.

.
PAIM COMKENTS'

NO

- so. )
118
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4....

Othei comments concerning 'the observation.
, . .0 4

1ST OBSEVATIMi .
:

.

' - -
'..

A

.ALLISON ,-
. '-, ,

%.

-, ,1 ,...

Hope rgain something fromrbeing observed! Would like comments from an
. ,

,.impartial observer.
. .

r
The day before would have allowed observer.to see a cooking exp
tortillas de harina.

.

,"
4

I had told' the 'Children t6S obserier would only want to see them at work,
and they would not talk Vith her They ..are curious when I write, asking
Nthat does -that say?" : I'gav no indication they winterto see oeask you

:-questions but they may have felt pressured width retulted"in-lots of
activity.

- I'd like to hear her Observations.

I would like to have had some feedback on her Observatioiis.

,GOVALLE

-, I appreciated her coming in so quietly an not disturbing the children id
their work. She was ifeiy courteous to us as a-classroom.

.-. , ._..
. . ,

- I'm serious about being 'observed again. WS were v ery,busy today during the
'observation, but my aide is such an important part of our leainihg
activities that I would not mind the a-servers coming back sometime

. when she's here"- if their time permits. If not - fine, . - '

- Epv)much'experience has the observer had in this type of thing? What .

: is the purpose of the observation? I would like to see the:report of
her findings. .

.

,
. .,/

.
. #

- I realize that observations of this sort are beneficial to your program
but please consider that approximately one hour of my teething time was
lost dme to disruption.

.

DectiMber is bedlam - come in January,

I feel that if she could make a couple of more visits, she could become
more of the wall an4maybe the children would" settle '

.
Am,anxistous,tO know feedback.

Would like to haVe immediqte feedback froi observer.

X19
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;'

Other jCepents concerning the obseryatidn. Atbntinued)

.
, . , -.-=-. ,

_- ;-
- .-: I do hobe that the' observers Have 'some classroom experience is veil as

some bil-trigwo riascii.nom experience in order to make this dbservation`.

.valid. I was very interested in knowing..how7I" ranked in the evaluitiOn.
It would be very comfortd.ng to know what Iii doing is right or to feteive
help, ififlurt I'mf, doing is -not right. At least I've had'some ESL training
vhich I'm converting to ;SSL. But just to know You're doling noku before an

evaluator comes in could do wonder's for one's teacher- moral and enthUSiasi
of the - program!

,.

- I wild appreciate being told, at least in the A,M. that observersvszed be
in at Some time - - not necessarily specific time - duriAg the day. -',-

..\

Very unobtrusive - - did not bdther routine of class,

To be north it, adiThotes taken should be taken'in duo ate so that I'
may be made aware of positive and negative items observed;

- The observer was nice to hziewin our room but please let 'me and my ?leis
know about it 8o we can be pt,our best.

- I enjoyed having only oacbserver and note having tvo or three.4 --di
five i=t

,,

210cassmiTioN

,t
.ALTAsIlif

- I think the observation would be more effective if conducted nearer the.*
beginning of scheduled period..

I vas-glad to have her but I vent some feedback.. !
, m

GOVAIIE / 4'

.
.

04 e

4 - I now feel. very
l

much at -ease With the observers. This is because of the
.

i 'recent meeting on Friday. .

cameShe tame at a very good time. ,

. ',e . .
. , ,

- Why-am I being observed if I am not in the progra? This does not seem ilok

relevant. The man that - attended the faculty meeting could help us more
if lie, - himself, understands the Material.

:129
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tion, (Continuld)

- ,

wl s -Studett teaCher was in charge of class activities.:

just a matter of information - I 'rat apprgniate sowing whether _Or

_-
not the observers had even taught, d o R

_
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flat /ENT REPORT
o

SECONDARY CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE

'Date/Period of 7 Administration: .....: Throughout the 73-7
. -. School Oar -

. . . . .
Population :' All Project Secondary

. Clitsirooms 1 :.. ..
. . \ .: ' ,

Administered by: . -Office. of Evaluation Abaft

Data--Coliected by:

122

Office of Evaluationnation Staff ,

I



I

TON OF SECORDARY CLASSROOk OBSERVATION GUIDE

Rusiber cif adMinistrations of the instriiment

LOcation_ of administration
. -

In Becoiadary'bilirtguta 'classrtoczas

Probleis- -Vitifthe measure or with the administration vhich might
affect' the v.eld.dity of the measure

Fora vas inadequate to describe the variety of activities occuring.

1

Training of t ministrators

)33r Office of Evaluation btaff,

, .

Brief description of the instrument

Outline of areas to be observed with space for written descriptions:.

C

Rationale- for the instrument

To describe activities being conducted ill secondary bilingual classroctas

Developer of the initeameht

..btail of the Office of Evaluation

Develoimient of the instrument

Consulting with Project staff about area* of interest, then generating
observation form _format.

Standdrdizationof the instrument

Bone

Reliability and validity cif the last

/6- data s.ve4lable:

123
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ARAI ISIS OF SECONDARY BILINGUAL =Aims' Acrtvran AND
COMMIS ON IRE ESAA ElLnaGaiL/3/CULTURAL PROGRAM

Evaluation of the AISDIs ESA& BM Project in the secondary wools
rekuirid Classroom Observers from the Office of Etaluation to con-
duct= observations in each ciassr*om involved.- The following is a
=report based'on-thote observations. Genially, each sweaty
spool -toffy* and conducted its awn program with the history and

s" of MeZient Americans being the major emphasis.
.

'Piocedure

Secondary classroom 'in the Bilingual/Bicultural Project-schools
ware visited by Classroom Observers approximately three_ times thiOugh-

-"out the year. A Secondary Observation Gni& that had bean developed
by theOfficeof Evaluation vas cosplatibd by the Observers -daring
.classroom observation periods of from forty-fivemates_ to ono- -

. -half day. Bawaver; due to the varied Isplemintations of the glilingsali
-' **.- Bicultural ,Progran lonith each secondary tsecher tad developed for

classroom, this Secondary Observation Auide-proved to be
; -inadequate. Therefore, a raised method and -guide vis-developed

- the Office of Evaluation for the following ber observations.
This revised method called for the Observer to spelt ose-lialf

., of a- selioorday id the bilingual classrOpek, observing classroom
.activitiei and writing a, detailed description -of the prprgran as
'3g melees in that -classroom. At the end of this extended ob--
slirration period, Observers hild private discussions,with the teacher

"'during which the Observer solicited teacher opinion! mad feelings
. the Dili:ix:al/Bicultural Program..

Observation /Pore

The Secondary Observation Guide that vas used during the first round
. of observe-Viotti (See Attachment I) inclpded the following factors,

lade with sub-categories:
. _I. iiateriale /

II. Appearance and Atastephere
an. .mathiti4s .
iv, Interaction ".

, .
.The faitors on the' Guide were rated from one (no evidence) to five
caneh'evictence), in order to determine the degree of -implementation
of the Progres. in each classroom.- -- -_

Beca 'use Observers found the oritinal Secondary Classroolt-Oiservation
Guide. to be inadequate, a rejseci fore (Be. Attacisoint was._
der/loped for the second and third rounds of observations. ..

_s 7
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4.

.7:Materiels
--:4tiosPhere
. COoperatiun Among Teachers - , '''' '',

Planning
'

.. . -,
.

. -_-_---Displeys: '
tr. -Student Interest f. : s.

1 HiculguralAtkcities ''
VIIri Aii i i Z sows of Student itackground--' 1

_

IX. On-going Activities
.

X. _ General Comments s -
.-.

4

:No= ratings ,were giVen on. say of the above factors.

issuits
- -

--,

A descriptioa of earl- seconds* School's implementatioii-of the-

SilingtialMicultural Project follows, including observation data'
collected at **school and torrents made dufring -personal inter-
viiire conducted by Claseroom OVcarvers after each observaticra..
Complets'observation data are fon file in the Office of Evaluation.

5

t

. .-
. High Srlsool I

. .. _

,t

The. iltilingualiBiduitural Program at High Sciool / began ire the fall
with an enrollment of 60' students. Due to transfers gad_ aid -tees -.

graduations, the number of students diclined throughout the school
;eery iind the final enrollment was 50 students. These students were
chosen to paiticipate in the program on the basis of their Spanisk-
speaking ability.

A bilingual teacher was hired by the Bliingualillicultural Project. and
wis,taaced in a team tucking situation with two other teschers that
were already= directing a course in Spanish for native speakers. In
the slicing the Austin Independent School District added another teacher
to this .teaching block. .

,
, 4-

_ . k --. -

_
-,

Area smphasixed by the team Mere -Spansh' and ,Inglisli,
while -Ow bilingual teacher' concentrated on Spenisle and. History.

bilingual teacher, altentiating with the -teas teacbsrs, usually
ht 30 Minutes of a one ;hour period, _tiring -s day. The bilingual

-teach at6 alio isdearrangements for guest. speakers and fill tripss
ts-weLl as attending to varibui other duties.

.

n gigh School I the Program exposed the students
go" Mexican American guest speakers, as well as culturally 'relevant
film strips, bhoks," articles, 'songs; and dances. Opportunities
for .the students to attend culturally related lectures and special

--/ exhibits at the University of Texas were also provided.
.,

An interview was held with the bilingual `teacher ,after the second
and third °bin-rations in order to gather information and general'
feelinis_about the Bilingual /Bicultural Program in High School I.

C-It 124-)
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Written_comeseMte Ware also received from the High Soho*
ri-teieher, and the folloitug PeregrePh'ie a smear/ of the

. /As that-source- as well is. fro. the personal Interview.

1."This teacher felethit if bilinizzal teeahera are to worhii: a
- _ teaching situation, the team should be hired together ***that

bilingual teacher can be Included in teen piercing frCet the .
This froblichire would avoid in the future the problems inherent in

.: -plagng the bilingual teacher late in the year into an established_
., tun teaching, situation. Too, the bilingual teethe= ebbed be given

.selarste Oissroons in order to function sore effectiveIY._ The bilizr-- seal teacher-at Ifigh Stbool I also felt that secondary level
teachers did not receive. adequate ass from Project staff and4,e

--' that there wet -mienodexstaziding among and petionnil at
High 'school I about the function of flee gilingtialnics/tural Project-

-, in the school. There iras therefore a lack of Aislimece fro& adelnis-._, trative pending' during the establisMent of the Eilfag i eu1tu ral
Proven in High School I. Further, the administiatirs decision-
fizse the'llitexual Program with an already existing "proven-gond
tibe the zaajo drawback to the effective impleseatation of the
gilingualisiculturAl Program at High_School I, according, to the bi-'
lingual teacher, since this /Jetfoil( led to arch friction and ads-
understinding between teachers.. Despite the problems, the bilingual
teacher aid state that he felt the 3aingiutligiculturia, Program le

' High School I had been bendicial to the students involved.

'Pie School II .

The 3414-ngniligiciitural Prdgrau at High School= was _filed with
the Humanities ?ropier, a locally funded pilot project in its second
year of operation at that school. in order to seat the *creased quota
imposed bY the combining of the two pregrins, students bad to be re-
cruited. The Bilingual/Bicultural-Humanities program began with an
enro13.akent of. 43 *to/anis. At aid-year them were 25 students ressin-
ins in the proven, of which only 20 regained at the and of the`sohool
year.

The Iilizigual teacher was placed in a team -teaching situation with
the three Husanities Program teachers. The-teaching block was cos-.
posed of cute art teacher; one angle teacher, call two language arts
teachers, one of Which was the bilinguil teacher. 'Thi schedule
eitabliihed consisted of two two-hour blocks, during both of which
the Bilingual teacher was present.

,

The major activities in the classroom consisted of projects prepared
and presented by the students. Cameras and tape-recoiters were-used-
by then whenever they conducted interviews or prepared -Visual pre-
gantations, Since a equirement of the program-was attendance at
various cultural even , the students stpequa ballets,Ott exhibits,drahatisations, lecthr 2 *fez' performances, end literary readings.
VarioUs study trips were also arranged. .

12c
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,
3ecause of them various field' trips, . the class was often Unavailable

obseriution_by Claisroca Observers. afore, oily the, first
t:kon 173) wiscomplored at';',Bigh School IL

7 7 -

A -

local_ luteMaim with the secondary billatuel teachers were
tad ocly efter the tad and 3rd Observations; the ouly source

of tesch,r commits for High Schobl. II is the written report solicited
from- teacher, by the Office of ;valuation.: A !gamy ofth-bse
writ --col:ants follows. .

This bilixyp al teacher felt_that the teachers involved in
- licultural-Hamnitzlis Program were not adequately prepared to tem

teach. The philomilipies ofooducation'vere not the' seem amag-titir teachers,
amd.the methods of disciplining were contrary to the philosophy of
Ake amenities Progiame Farther, 43 boil s2 tearlset felt that the
.grading system used was Inconsistent sad unfair to the studsats. .
teacher also felt- tha4 a combined program could not be well- isigemented
unless equal blocks of tide' art 'noted for each ptogram. -The closing
commits of this teacher were a statement of -condidmies that the
3 tural Program can be, in spite.of the problems en-
riountered year, very beneficial to any ..emient Thy not mil* meats
t. become ac tad but also wants to find self-identity.-

Fuither coiMmits on the lilingualiliculturai-IfsMilitigi Program in
High School II, :taken fro. the Hunatitiss Pilot Project Ivaluatton
Report, are summarized in the following paragraph.

The inoressof-quota imposed by bringing together the two 'programs

caused last- minute, hasty student recruitiests according to the tem

teachers-. /pie aajOrity of studenta she signed up fat the course:
tliought t_ilay would be in a course as realised is the 1942-73 'amenities

Prom*. On the other hand, students.ri-chatudethrough lettir
suggested by the bilingual stiff after school began expected a bilingual
or -.211-Spanish ozeurse. Further problems were -caused le the fact that
_the. Humanities team tearhere did not feel that their coupe had the
accep. times, cooperation, or the encouragement of the Silingual -Pro-
grm-Staff. There was very little directiOsi itsistance In the-
difficult task of fusing the two programs, ixt tbe opilion of time
teachers. Other problems -encountered' do* to the fusion of the trio

_-programs rite:

kxcessive "red tape in the acquisition of supplies,- atterials,

and equipment requisitioned through the 31.1ingual--prograit
r- money allocated to the Humanities Program had- to-im extended to
accomedate e larger. nuisb er _of--ntudents..-atbk- facukty-

- the -mantic gated- four-hour blo:ck Of class -time for-the two

-pro ted in the inability of two of the teachers in-

volved to partiagete full time in the Progrel.:
,

_



The:Organisattion of the Ultima' teachers' activities it each of the
-two junior Kele was siztlar. The bilingual. teacher and aide assisted
in: the Instructi on in fikr other classrooms. Generally the bilingual
teacher and the team teaohers would prat together and both remain In
the classroom. during clue time. Emphasis vas imsch UoriCon cultural
ectivities than on activities in Spanish. The bits a2
teschir occupied more of the role of i plaffsei'of special. class projects.
.0blerwatton data is on file far both schools, in the Office of Evaliatiom.

-
In' the inforael-inCervisis following the obseivations, lioth bilingual
teacherif expressed disappointment in the lack of guidance and laid er-
ehip provided bP the_Progritn. - The greatest made ezpreened yet, 'for
mare qualified aides with stronger reading skills and for mora-appropriate,-
'materials. Tice awareness of various culture, was nomitiosid ss the lest
beneficial effect of the Project.

.
- - -Conclusions -

. .
<

The two. high I bilingual teachers had conflicts with the existing
prognosis to they were attached; whereas, the jenior Ugh sthpol
bilingual teachers were able to plan their own program without any -
pre- existing restrictions: This suss to Ifs a criticalds.ctor in
the deitiie of smoothness the bilingual teiectlirs were able to effect
in implementing the Project. -

NI,
,

N.
The make-rup of the classrooms involved and the

,

various levels of
familiarity with Spanish possessed by the students resulted in the
bilingual teachersy ewsliasizinspre cultural

.activities than instrpction-
in the Spanish language. =-

Pitssibly some of the conflict; and confusion encountered by the seCondary
bilingual teachers could have been resolved bad. the Project-1s staff
been. ear* available to them and had the staff established more definite
goals and objectives for the Project aethe seconday

r-
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1.
2.

-3.

4.

5.

6.

r 7.
8

;ECOIENX( CLASSROOM OBSERVATION WIDE

BILINZALMICOLTURAL ?Raja
AIJSTEN MOMS= SCHOOL DISTRICT

Evidence
of use

Yes ,no

School:
leacher:

- Grade Leval:

ATTACH/ ER

1. Drama studies kit
2. Keck studies kit
3. El esneio
4. Amican-Americsa Chronicle
5. Literature Chicane

6. Sihv Am T.AfXsid to Tell You sibo I Am?
7. The Story Of the Mexican Aiericen
$. Potho
9. Ferro; y entiverro,
10. Occumied America

11. Worth frays Mexico_
12. SoI v sombre

A
13. The Mexican-Americans of South Texas
14. Teach= made:

13. Other:

II. ArPEARANCE AND ATMOSPHERE

7

1. -uoakonducive
to learning

not non-threatening 1....2..:.3....4....5
not orderly
not.exciting 1....2....3....4....5

not attractive 1....2....3..i.4....5
not democratic 1....2....3... ....5

not flexible 1....2....3....

conducive to 4earning

non-threatening
orderly
exciting /

attractive
dmsocratic
flexible

Dow does the physical setting affect the ongoing activity?

positively

3. Row does the insiructianal setting affect-the ongoing activity?

negatively 1....2....3....4....5 positively

4. Student interest....

Uaresponsive I,...2....3....4....5 responsive

Display materials

pupil made
teacher/aide made

----2-commercial

155f

= X cultural
cultural

_`x cultural

x cultural

Descriptiot and/or comments:

+ Z two-cultural
+-2 non - cultural
+ x non-cultural

47-2 noncuIturil

129
c-a

+- "2-bilingual
+ 2 bilingual
+ . 2 bilingual

+ 2 bilingual



_

ICITSCOS.

1. 'Are southwestern themes incorpordted into cites activities?
little evidence 1...2...3...4...5. strong evident.

2. Are selections 'from Chicano literature used?

little evidenc 1...2...3...4...5 strong avid nee

3. Axe selections fro% Black literature used?
littleolvidence 1...2...3...4...5 strong evidence

instruction in Spanish
instruction in English _

Little
25. Evidence of:

such.5

6. Evidence of Mblii-cultural heritage included in history .....
little evidence 1...2...3...4...5 strong evidence

7. Evidence pf the teaching of fine arts

little 133C11

!music

painting

Jerry/rut

other

'4

8. Teacher's familiarity with vernacular phrases.....,:.
little evidence strong evidence

9. Teacher's feeiliarity with basic principles of Spaeth pronunciation
little evidence 1...2...3...4...5 strong evidence

A

10. Incorporstion of Chicano culture in class....
. little evidence 1...2...3...4...5 strong evidence

11. Incorporation of Black culture into class
little evidence 1...2...3...4...5 strong evidence

12. Yield trips and othei first hadd experiences that develop vocabulary
SPANISB--- seldom freluently

e°"'")
EnGLIS84,- - sold.= froosently

130
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. t

13, Flexibility of scheduling
inflexible flexible

^ea",

44. Correlation of.Spanish reading:lesson with students' background in Spanish
Seldoe 1...2...3...4.r.5 frequent

15. Transition between activities....
inflexible I...2...3...4...5 flexilile

(0.

16. Motivation for actVvitiss....
little 1...2...3...4...5 such

.4

17. Planning of activities
not apparent 1...2...3...4...5 very apparent

18. Glaring of activities to the students' levels
not apparent very apparent

Teacher efforts to understand students!,bickgrounds.. .

not apparent 1...2...3...4...5 very apparent

20. Questioning strategies
not effective 1...2...3...4...5 veryseffective

.

U. COMM= C.11 :

IV. OTERACTION

1. leacher offers individual attention to students during learning activities

no evidence 1....2....3...4....5 strong evidence

2. Student initiameactivity
no evidence 1...2...3...4...5 atsong-evidenne

3. Teacher allows and encourages the speaking of Spanish in instructiccuek activities

seldom 1...2...3...4...5 frequently

4. Teacher allows end encourgies personal student contributions related to students'

culture seldom frequently

A

5. Teacher is aware of student inter t level.

DO evidence -1.... ....3....4;...5 strong evidence

r. - *

6. %of communication between students in Spanish.
---HZ, of Commamication between students in English.-----

7. Comments:

pao

131
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ATTACHMENT II

SECONDARY CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE

I. Materials

II. Atmosphere

BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT'
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Cooperation Among Teachers

IV. Planning

V. Displays

=VI. Student Interest

VII. Bicultural Activities

Avareness of Student Background

IX. On7going Activities

X. General 'Comments

C-11.

School:

Teacher:

Grade Level:

414



Appendi?t D

INSTRUMENT REPORT

-

TEACHER AIDE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE
TEACHER AIDE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION REACTION FORM

REPORT ON THE OBSERVATION OF THE CLASSROOM
ACTIVITIES OF ESAA BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL

PROJECT TEACHER AIDES .

- Date/Period of Administration:

Population:

Administered by:

Data Collected" by:

Throughout TheN73-74 tchool

All Project Teicher Aides

'Office of EValilation Staff-

Orrice of Evaluation Staff

133 ,
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1

DESCRIPTION OF TEACHEF AIDE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE

'

Number of sAidnistratimns of the instrument

One
.

.:-Ipocation of administration

. In Projpet classrooms

ProblesChwiths.the measure or with the"Wdministration which might
affect the validity of the measure orip,

Administered only once

Trsin4pg of the administrators

Training'in-Office of Evaldation for ClaharoamObservers
4

Brief description of the instrument

J4*
Terre are 6 categdries designed to ratigkide performatte in the cisga
room. Each catigory'lists factors which. the Observer attends to-and
rates on the basis of activities being condlicted:

Rationale forte instrument

To rate Project aide performance in the classroom

Developer of the instrument

Staff of the Office of Evaluation

Development of the,instrument

ode

Project staff and Office of Evaluation staff discus sed aide duties and
objectives. Instrument based on this discussion.

.
. ,

Standardization of the instrument

Procedure for administration of Guide was standardized; no norms were
developed.

Reliability and validity of the instrument

No information'available

134
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DESCRIPTION-OF TEACHER AIDE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION RE4CTION FORK#

Numbei,of administrations of the instrument

"N. --One::

' Locatin :of administration
'

_.Distributes1 in Project classrooms, to be completed_anonymousIy and mailed
"into Offideof EValuatioh

Problems with'the measure or wi th the administratimwhich might
fect.the validity of-tbe Mealure

C
Low return rate

7 N .

Training ofd the administrators

-None

Brief' description of the instrument

Contains three statements to which the aide responds. All -three state-
ments deal with aspects-of the observation process, and ae*mpanying each
in a space for comments. . ,,, A

Rationale for the inbtrumei..
4' ......-0

, . .
To solicit Project teacher aide opinions about the observation process

Developer of the instillment i

Staff of the Offic

Development' of the. ins

elation

1.1.1.1111 t

Adapted from classroom observation reaction form

glickndaidization of the instrument

None

Reliability-add'vetocity of the instrument

_

No Information available
1

A



- REPORT ON THE OBSERVATION OF THE CLASSROOM ACTIVITIth
OF ESAA BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL, PROJECT TEACHER AIDES

As part of the ongoing evaluation of the 73-74 Bilingu41tBicUltUral Nr
Project, observations of the-bilingual teacher aides' activities.
in Project diassrodis were condllted by Classrocift Observers. At the
conclusion of each observation, a reaction form Soliciting the aides'
opinions about the observation process Bras provided to eiCh"aide.
The-following is a reporting and analysis of the information gathered
froorthe.Obseixftions and the reaction forms.

,

lamination Questions

Bialilation questions to be addressed by this report are:

1. Do the aides contribute to the overallplaserm learning
-environment?

2. Do the aides student interest in clasimromMctivitiesf-
a. How well do the

.

interact with the-students?
. 24. How much p7 gnn4ng.and co-operation exists'behrommi teacher

and aide? -
5. In. what kinds of activities do airs engage?
6. Row much of interaction between aidea"..and students is-

in Spanish and how such in English?
7. Do the aides feel that the procedure used in observing them

yields a representative sample of classroom activities?
8. Do the aides feel that the observation process itself has

any adverse effect upon classroom activities?

II. Observation Process

The Classroom- Observers, in a week .shlring the spring, 1974,
observed each bilingual,teacher aide for 45 minutes to one hour
during tier regular classroom activities. The Observer completed

- Naime Aide, Observation Guide that had been developed by the evaluation
staff. At the conclusion of the observation period, the Observer
provided the aide a reaction formrsoliciting,her opinions-eon-.
oerning the observation process. The-formwas to be completed
at the aide's convenience and then mailed anonymously to the
Office of Evaluation: Each aide was observed a singlOrtime-i-with
to exception of one, who was unavailable during the observation
week.

0 w

III, Observation Foii

The instrument developed by the Office of Evaluation for the obser-
vatiOn ofbilingnal aides (See Attachment I) consists of six
.categories designed to rate Aide performance in the classroom.
Much like the Classroom Observeration Guide used in observing

teachers, thoi:gh much shorter, the Aide Observation Guide lists
factord which the Observer attends-to and-rates on the:basis of
the activities being conducted.

D-4 31
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The number of items checked on each factor yields a rating of from:
1 to 5 (1 being no evidence, 5 being strong evidence). The factors
included on the Aide Observation Guide correspond with the first 84
evaluation questions stated in this report. Additionally, general.
comments nbt directly related to a specific factor arepted at the

__bottom of theguide.

Far the measurement of bilingual activities, a grid was developed and
incldded under item number six. The amount of Spanish spoken, in Aide
to Student, Student to Aide, and Aide to Teacher interaction during
instructional and social activities was converted to a number from 1
to 5, with 1 being no Spanish spoken and,5 being all Spanish. A column
was also designated for the like measurement of English spoken in the
classroom.

The Aide Observation Guide was developed on the basis of a rating of
3 out of 5 on each factor being "acceptable performance. at. t Therefore,
factors rated below three would indicate areas suitable for training
activities, and facteme rated above three would indicate areas of
currently acceptable performance by the aides.

The recording om the observation guide, under item number five; or the
duties engaged' in by-the aides does not imply reference to any acceptable
levels. The rating of 1 to 5 for duties refers entirely'to the amount of
time of aidis engage in each type of duty during the observations.

IV. Reaction Form

The reaction form that was left with teacher aides (See Attachment II)
is basically the dame as that distributed to Project teachers after
eacirmajor classroom observation. Itcontains three statements to
libiqbtbealde is asked to responeon a scale of from 1 to 5 (1 being
camPritZly false and 5 being completely true). All three,statements
deal with aspects of the observation process, and accompanying each
item is a space for comments. ,Fcr additional comments relating to
other aspects of the observation process, space is provided at the end
of the fore:

V. Results

Data gathered during the aide-observations and summarized in Table I
indicate that bilingual teacher aides were rated above 3.0 on all fac-
tors. The factor receiving the highest ratings was "Aide prepares and
cooperates with teacher." Aide ratings in duty categories indicate that
the most commonly observed aide activity was working 4s-an instructional
assistant. The only other duty being performed for any substantial
amount of time Was supervising students. Aides at Govalle.and Allison
spent more of their time during the observations as instructional
assistants than did aides at Palm and Utz. In turn, sides at Palm
and Metz spent more time as supervisory assistants than did #q,aides
at GoVaile and Allison. (See Attachment-III) '

D-5
137
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Ratings of the aide's interaction with students'and teachers for
each school are reported in Attachment IV. Ratings were converted
into timepercentages for convenience and clarity. Aide-student_
interaction in most schools, during the time 'observed, was conducted
.primarily .in English during non-instructional exchanges as veal-as
instructional. The exceptions here were instructional-ictivities
by.aides in hilingual classes at Metz (50% Spanish: 50% English)
and Palm (56% Spanish, )1% English).

`Table II summarizes the percentages for all schools combined.

The amount of interaction in Spanish between aides.and'stunents
during instructional activities in bilingualclaasroons is si
ficantly greater (p .05) than the amount of interaction in
between aides and students during non-instructional activities.
The Kolmagorov-Smirnov Two Sampli Test was' used to aomputethe
level of significance. All other comparisons fall short of signi-
ficance.ficance.

4oN

Twenty-seven percent (8) of the aides observed returned completed
reaction forms to the Office of Evaluation. An individual analysis
Of the results of each of the. three iteps on' the form follows,,

Item A: "The observation was conducted at a convenient

AttiChment V, Table 1, reports the ma response and percentages
of aides responding with each scale ue on this item for the four
schools. 'Table III summarizes the totals.

Most (88%) of the responses on this item were in t e "Mostly
and "Completelt True" categories. The mean re for responding
aides in the four schools was 4.0. There were no aides responding with
"Completely False" or "Mostly False." Only one aide offered a comment
under this item,-"I was doing a couple of things at one time, I
probably didn't seem organized." .

Item B: "The classroom situations observed wer epredentative
of:the normal activities of ' class."

Attachment V, Table 2, reports the mean response and percentages-of

aides repondinivithiiarveale value on this item for the four schools.

4

ti
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Table II

Aide/Stu;ollszit Interaction

School

40
its

Ts
v

It t

c; 4
z o

Type
of

Classroom

4.

Percent of Aide to
Student Interaction in
.-. sh and in :..: sh

Percent of Student to
Aide Interaction in ..4,

.. h and im - sh

Instructional
Won-

Instructional In ional
Non-

Instructi-

:... :4, - :.., :..,. : , . , . . .

All .

:chock
0 B :- z

0

1 21 rilnlirn
.

A Team
,

_ 3 91 23 77 3 1 97 _ Aga 7.*

4

Table III

"The observation was conducted at a
convenient time."

%X of Aides returning.

Reaction forms who
responded .... -

F

All
Schools

..... 1 = Completely false 0%

v... 2 = Mosty false

,

0%

,

Partly false
' ... 3 = partly true 13%

... 4 = Mostly true 63%

-
2true

% of Aides returning -

Reiction Forms . 27%

Mean ResPonse 4.0 4

Total # Observed 29

P-8
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Table IV summarizes the totals. Of the eight aides returning re-
action forms, tour (50%) gave a response of "Mostly True" to this item
antfour(50%) gave a "Completely True" r spouse. The mean response)
thelifore, star 4.5. There were no indi dual comments offered under
this item. 1

Item C: "The classroom'observer did not detract from thi
classroom decorum nor the effectiveness of instruc-
tional activities .r

.

"4"!-,

Attachment g Table 3, reports the mean response and percentages of
Tides responding with each scale value on this item for the tour
schools. Table V summarizes the totals. Of the eight aides returbing
completed reaction forms, only one (13% of total) felt that the item
was a "CoMpletely False" statement. TWo (25%) felt it was "Partly
False, Partly True", and three (38%) felt that it was a "CompletlY
True" statement. The mean/ response to this item was 3.75. Only one
aide offered comment in the space provided, but that comment was not
directly related to the item ("I would have like to bive read some
of the comments resulting from the observation'. ")

Item: "Other cc=.ents concerning the observatical."-

Two aides offered comments under this item. The two comments
were:

4;e are trying to give individual instruction."
- "I would like to have had a chanee to show her my 'work."

Conclusions

Relating the data collected to the, previously stated evaluation
questions yields the following conclusilmo.

A
1. How much planning and cooperation exists between teacher

and aide? According to the criteria established for this
factor, the bilipgual,aides as a group demonstrated an
acceptable level of planning and cooperation with the.
teachers.

2. In what kinds of activities do the aides engage? Doking
the time observed, the bilingual aides.vere servimg ytAinly

'am instructional and supervisory assistants with very
little time given to raking- materials, running errands,
perrorming.claribal.duties, etc. -

])9
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Table IV 4

"The Classroom situations observed were
representatife of the normal activities
of my class.n"

$ of aides returning
Reaction Forms who
responded ....

.

Al].

Schools

.
,

I).
t... --plet -.;

... 2 = Mostly false 0%

Partly false
... 3 =partly true

.

. 4 b%
e

... 4 = Mostly true 50%

... 5 = Completely true
i

50%

% of teachers returning
Reaction Faros --27$

Mean Response 4.5

Total i Observed .29

Table V-

"The Classroom Observer did not detract
from the classroom de nor the effective-
ness of instructional ivities.n

% of aides returning ,1'
Reaction Forms wbo
respondea ...

All
Schools

.

.e. 1= Commletelv falme
-

J3%

.. 2 = Mostly false 0%

Partly false

... 4 = Mostly true 25%

. 5 = Commletelv true 18%

% of Aides returning
Reaction Forms V%

Mean Reeponsv

.

1.75

~Total i Observed 2Q

D-l0
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3. Row much of the interaction betxee<n aides and students.
is in Spanish and hasi much is in oh?' Engli4bwas
used as the primary language of interaction ill-both
instructional and non-instructional situations, Aides
in bginval classes interacted with students much less
in Spnish during non-instructional activities than dur-.
ing instructional activities. ConsistentlY, the amount
15f informal aide-student interaction was about 20% in
Spanish in English.

4. Do the ai contribute to the overall learning environment?
-According to the criteria eatabliihed for-this.factor, the
bilingual aides as a group demonstrated an acceptable level-
of contribution to the classroom learning_environment. _

5. Do the aides elicit stu4enp interest in classroom activities?
According to the criteria established for thrctor,
the bilingual aides as agroup demonstrated acceptable-

'level-of elicitdtion of student interest for classroom
activities.

6. Env well do the aides interact with the students? According
to the criteria established fOr this fator, the bilingual
aides as a group demonstrated an acceptable level of inter-
action with the students.

7. Do-the aides feel that the procedure used in observing
them yield a representative:sample of classrodm activities?
All of the aides responding on the reaction 'form stated that
the classroom activities Observed were mostly or Completely
representative of normal-activities.

8. Do the aides feel that the obstrvatioin process itself has
any adverse effect upon classroom activities? One aide
did feel-thht there was eonsiderable adverse effect, and
tvo others felt there was some amount. Since no aide ex-
,plained-her response, it is impossible to conclude-what
negative effect the observation process had. The Majority
of aides responding expressed very little advefte effect; .

therefore, thequestion remains somewhat undetermined.

Limitations of this Report

There are three major. limitations o s evaluation report, First,
this report is based on only one ob erVation of each bilingtal aide.
Although the representativeness of the 2--Observations is sufficient
for very general conclusions, more frequent observations would have
adder? to the confidence warranted by more in-depth analyses.

Second, the number of aides returning the reaction forms was quite
lox (27%), lessening confidence in the representativeness of -the
results for the aides as a whole.

143
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-Third, the nature of the Aide Observation Guideis such that data
rec orded relatedmucknore to the quantity of activities rather
than-the _quality of aCtivities. Thus, a higher rating on a factor
m -not necessarily preclude a need for further aide.

-ticoseendatione

)troilict staff plcinriink:training activities for bilingual aides should
review-the data reported here as an aid to identifying areas of need.

-Future observations should bancre frequent, if possible, to enIt
eliability ofthe data. . .

The Aide Observation Guide should be revised to attend to sore behavior
Indicative of the quality of the aides' performance.

A

K

t
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Alia OBSERVATION GUIDE Toachor Aidol Grade: ""'
111111guaiibilintue2 Project Touchers Schools
Austin Independent-School District Dates Times

-
,

.1

1. Aides: contributions to elastroon environnont...

ildesh sitt$4111
$01,.0.117 M..IUs ttylrikr,
114** .orplovstat gbats..twellilltist
Tagilhe sill tinteoes ist/use

I. -Aide elicits student interest...

',es ?with; nilsionimog
ltStrolk seatrass

egiia+e
trotters error / ill tM Ivr *Priest. to plinfttp14111

PAIS attostlas ma

4i2. interaction with students.:.
Meats via 1114

41,04.005,

Caws trtivilloal *twat*.
Aintauttis4i0wsom

Ortelmelw.t.
9.111-V 0.0* 417-
14-rit Van,
VIKA trift

Apprising?. 1.1 11.4ttamt. KO 64.4eoun

4.. Aids preparation "EEZ cooperation with teacher... 1...2...3...4...5
foottla its
O ss 641141411 es,47
W m re tab. fiti4 time his tiatrocirtme
List troniviiifte mono+ timelier

5. Duties, r--

'741/1

----p.no---if yes, how such?.
none 1..2..3..4..5 all

instructional assistant : -

supsrvisory assistant
wahine materials
-running errands
clerical
other (spaci1575-------

What learning activities were under aide's direction? Describe

6. Bilingual Activities
none 1...24.. ...4...5 all

Spanish English
Aide to Students Instructional.

Social
-------.

Students to aide Instructional
Social .

%

Aide to toocher r
__.....

7. 'Comments:

D-1.3
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Tea.dher Aide
Classroom Obser'/ation Reaction Form

Bilingual /Bicultural Project
Austin Independent School District

.

ATTACHMENT II.

If you wish to comment on today's observation of your classroom, please
respond to these items and/or write any additional comments which would help.
-us improve the observation process.

Circle the most appropriate choice.

A. The observation was conducted at a convenient time.

Completely Mostly Partly False Mostly Completely
False, False Partly True True True

3 4 5

Comments:

.

B. The Classroom situations observed were representative of the normal activi-

ties of'my class.

Completely Mostly Partly False Mostly Completely

False False Partly True \... True True

1 2 3 4 ' 5

Comments:

C. The classroom observer did not detract from the classroom decorum nor the
effectiveness o4rinstructionsI activities.

Completely Mostly Partly False Mostly Completely
False False Partly True True True

1 . 2 3 4 5

Comments:

Other comments -concerning the observation:

.School:

Please fold, staple, and drop intc3 the district mail.

7044 Thanks

14G-
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ATTACHMENT -p7
AIDE. TO STUDENT INTERACTION '-

pi simitior AND in -EinitSa

,
. . .,

,

gcmo4

1., .

-

'
-*TU

.-

.04 01

Pit .0 g
too ca

1 -

CTE
cuissioom

DURING TIME
rOBSERVED

..
PERCENT OP AIDE TO STUDENT
INTERACTION IN SPANISH AND

iniausak
'

.
INSTRUCTIONAL-.

..
140H4NSTRUCTIONAL

.

SM.. ENG.
'e

..

Md.
,.

Allison
Bilingual

- t

Team

25

0

75.

..

100

,
'`'..

.. .

17

0

83

100.---
.

,poialle

,

8

0

Bilingual

Team .- ,

..

1

42

-
58

-

.

.

._

21

- .

79

-

Metz
5

2' _,

,BilinguAl

Team

50

25

50

75

35,

37

= .65

63

Palm
4 .

3

;Bilingual

Team

56

33

44

6,7

.12
.

33
. _

.88

67 -

,

All
School's

20

9

Bilingual

Team

.

.

-43

t 19

57

_.',814

,

. 21
-
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--

'

.
79
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-40 t ATTACHMENt IV -alb) STUDENT TO AIDE' INTERACTION
IN SPANISH AND IN ENGLISH

Table 2 .
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83
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23
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2
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30

25 -
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7

75
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25 .

75 .

75
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4

3

.

Bilingual

Team

38

33 .i
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ATTACHMENT IV
AID'S TO TEACHER INTERACTION

IN' SPANISH AND IN ENGLISH
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A P X All, 0 L A -B S'
percentage (%) of aides V" L L T C

ret=ing-Beaction AA. I 14 Z H
Fames 'vita responded. L S ' 0

. L 0 Q
lt N L

. S

...11=Ccupletely false 0 0

:': ,2 i?=Ncii;tly false 0 0 _ 0 , 0 0

,...Partly false
Partly true 50 0 0 0^,

...1143stly true 50 63 63 0 63

...5=Ccaroletely true 0 33 33 0 ,-25 .

Percentage (%) of aidesj, to-
.

returning Reaction For 25 43. 43 0 27

Xecsn, Response 3.5 4,3 4.3 0 4.0

Total, I Observed , 8 7 7 7 2g

AIDE REACTION FORMS
11 .

'Uhler,- ---
B. The claitroom situations observed were representative

.of the noraal activities ogOlay. class,
-C- , l.-

.

.1 a A P ii ALI
0 L _A 'a s

T: .PareenteW ett y L 1,
Or aides A I 14 'ri A

c
returning Reaction.--

, 0Forms vho iespoiiCled... ' L 0 0
.

....

. ,,,- L
fb-' S

a
JI /

tsloCcapletely false
-

0 _,-0 0 0 ;01-.......

.
...2=Wanstly false 0 .1,0 0 0 -

,
1-- ...Partly .false

Partly true 0 ' 9 0. 0 0.

-...444ostly true 0 63 . 63 0 50
A

.- ,-

.5=Cosp3.etely true 100 33 33 0 50
-. , __

Percentage (%) of aides
returning Reaction Forts. 25 43.

Wean Response 5.0 4.3 4.3' 0.4.5
. ,.- f

Total I Observed 7 7 29. .
h



Tsble-3

The classroom observer did not detract frost the
classroom decorum nor, the effectiveness ,of instruc-
tional- activities.

g.

,,

Percentage'-(%) of aides -

returning Reaction Forms-
who responded

. .
. -.. -- -

a--

V -.L
A
L

E

1.,

I
S'

if

A
lirlr

X

2r-S
2(,,d0-

,.-1__-$

ri_

0

L
S

...1=Complae1y false 50 0 0
-...

0-43

...24ostly false ,
. .0600
...3=Partly false,

Partly true ,4t . 0 33- .,-33 A 25

..-.40Mostly true 0 -4_33 3, 0 25

.4..5=Caripletely true -50 33 33 0 38

Percentage (%) of aides
returning Reaction Forms 25 43 43 0: 27

dean Response 340- 4.0-4.0- 0 1,71

4

/fatal # Observed 8
_

7
4-

7 1 29

'Bilingual Aides were erved only one time dUring
the year. Reaction she s were not received 1'1.m-
:ell aides; therefmre, these charts- represent re-
actions from only eight out of twenty-nine-aides
observed.

V
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Appendix E

INSTRI*DOT REPORT

IANGAIlirillEFERENCE GRID CONTAINED
IN CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE

LANGUAGE PREFERENCES IN INTERACTION -*WANG STUDERT-S,-
BETWEEN STUDENT AND TEACHER* AND BETWEEN STUDENT
AND AIDE 1NESAABILMGUAL/BICGLTIMAL PROJECT

ELEMEMARY SCHCJOIS

. Date/Period of Administration:

Population:

idministei-ed by:

Data. Collected by:

a

Throughout The T.3-T4 Sdhool Year

All Project Elementary Students,'
Teachers, and Aides

Office of Evaluation Staff

Office of Evaluation Staff
t
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laninloN OF ItAlgPAGE PREFERENCE GRID CONTAINED IN
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION GUIDE.

Number of A4o4Rtrations of the instrument

"'

Location of administration

In Project classrooms

Problems with the measure or with the administration which might
!--affect the validity of the measure

Limited time and frAfuency ofsample

Training of the administrators

Training in Office of Evaluation for Classroom Observers

Brief descrintion of the instrument

Contained within the Classroom Observation Guide, the language preference
grid is divided into five areas of interaction which are each further_sub-
divided into instructional and non-instructional categories. Interaction
is coded for both English and SpanisI

Rationale for the instrument

To determine the degree of preference by Project students, teachers, and
aides for either Spanish or English during verbal interactions within the
3 types of classrooms - bilingual, team, and monolingual.

Developer of the instrument

s
Staff of the Ofe of Evalbation-

.

Development of the instrument

Other interaction analysis instruments used by Office of Evaluation were
reviewed.

Standardization of t14.Neistrument

Procedure for administration of Guide was standardized; no norms were
developed.

Reliability and validity of the instrument

No information available

155
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.LANGUAGE CES IN INTERACTION AMONG STUDENTS,
BETWEEN STUDENT AND TEACHER, AND BETWEEN STUDENT AND AIDE
IN ESAA BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

On-going evaluation of the Amin Independent School District ESAA Bi-
lingual/Bicultural Project included the documentation of classroom ac-
tivities is Project elementary schools. As part of this documentation,
dita was collected relating to the amount of interaction among students,
tesahers, and aides in Spanish and English. There wAs.a significantly
higher amount of interaction in Spanish for both instructional and non-'
instructional activities in hiingual classrooms than in team and mono-
lingual classrooms.

Onservation Process

Classroom Observers' primary function was to visit Project classrooms and i
collect data regarding the implementation of the Bilingual/Bicultural Projec
Three hundred fifteen observations were conducted over a six month period
(November/April), with each classroom being observed a minimum of two times
and a ma:d.sust of three. Due to the time limitations imposed by special end-
of-year activities and testing, the 1icultural (monolingual) classrooms at
Palm and Metz were not observed a third time, but all other Project class-
rooms were observed three times. During each 45 min.-1 hr. observation, the
Observer rated each classroom on the various factors stated on the observa-
tion-Instrument. One of these fictors was a bilingual activities category.

The evaluation question to be addressed in this report is:

Are there differences in the three types of Project classrooms in the amount
of interaction conducted in Spanish and in English among students, between
teacher and student, and between aide and student during instructional and
non - instructional activities?

During each observation of'a Rroject'clasaroam, the Observer noted any use .

of Spanish bithe teacher, aide, and students and recorded the amount on a
five point scale, one being no Spanish and five being all Sianish. The.
amount of English spoken was recorded in the same manner. (See Attachment I)

a

Host bilingual classrooms were team taught by both a bilingual teacher and
a monolingual teacher. Classrooms were observed on a random basis so that
data gathered would represent the activities in progress in the classroom
udder the direction of either the bilingual teacher or the team - monolingual
teacher regardless of which students were present.

Another note should be that aides were observed regardliss of their fundidg
source or primary work assignment. If .an aide were in. the classroom and

s.
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.

__actiWas part of the learning situation, then he/she was observed and
data on his/her interactions rpcorded. In Metz and Palm this means that --
data may reflect_a subsiantiannumber of Project l ssist aides.

Therefore, the data gathered represents the interactions krithin a class-
=OW mironmemt without consideration made for the students or aides
present. 'Thus, the classroom environment has been defined by the type of
-teacher present - either b monolingual-team, or monolingual.

o

Five categories of interaction were rated:

I. Student to student

I. Student to aide .

3. Student to teacher

4. Aide to studeit

5. Teacher to student'

Each of these categories was broken down to differentiste-interactian.
'during instructional activities from interaction daring non-instructional

111

The scale values Mere averaged for each.of the three types of.classrooms and
then converted into percentages formore convenient comparisons.

The interaction between aide and student is. analyzed in Table I. 'In the
suimeri for all fop elementary schools, the percentage of Spanish spoken
by the aide to the student and by the student to the aide is higher in- .

the bilingual classes than in both the team and monolingdal classes. '

The percentage of interaction from the student to the aide in Spanish during
instructional,,activities Vas 35% in bilingual classes, 9%,in team classes and
5% in monolingual classes. The percentage of interaction from the aide to
the student in Spanish during'initructional activities was 54% in bilingual

,classes, 131' in -teem classes, and 5% in monolingual classes.

46
The percentages for non-instructional activities were 50% in biliaguA classes,
12% in team classes, and 5% in monolingual clas$es when the student was ad-
dressing the aide; and 65% in bilingual classes, 32% in team ses, and
5% in monolingual classes when the_aide was addrgssing the s ent.- r.

These differences are to be expected in instructional interaction; howeper,
the differences are.equally as great in non -'instructional interaction.
-Using the Koluogoron-Sdiroov Two-Sample Test, the percentage of gpanish
spoken it bilingual classes daring both instructional and non- instructional
activitied-is significantly greater, beyond the .05 level of cOnfidente,

"-than the,amdantbf Spanish spoken in' both team and monolingual classrooms.
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V. a

Naturally then, the same significance can be placed on the greater
s

amount of Ebglishbeing-spoken in both instructional d non-instruc.7

tional interaction between student and aide in team d monolingual
classrooms.

Allbobserved differences between team classrooms and monolingual class-
rooms are too stall to reach significance at the .05 level of confidence.

its
.

The interaction between teacher and student is analyzed in Table II.
.Again the same pattern exists as for interaction between aide and student.
The perceatage of Spanish spoken by the teacher to the student and by
the student to the teacher is'higher in Ilingual classrooms than in
bath team and monolingual classrooms.

The percentage of Spaniahrinteraction from the student to the teacher
dUring instructional activities-was 502 in bilingual classrooms, OZ
team classrooms, and 1% in monolingual classrooms. The percentage of
teacher to student interaction in Spanish during instructional activ-
ities was 46% in bilingualclassroomi, 5% in team classrooms, and 0.5%
in monolingual classrooms. \

4

During non-instructional activities the percentages for Spanish were 44%
in bilingual classrooms, 1% in team classrooms, and 0% in monolingual.
classrooms when the student was addressing theoacher; and 57% in bi-,
lingual classrooms, 3% in tee classrooms, and 1% in monolingual class-
rooms -when the teacher was addreshing the student..

This would have been predicted confident1y for instructional activities;
_however,, the differences in non-instructional activities are as large.

'Using, the Kolmogorov-Smiraov Two-Sample Test, the percentage of Spanish
spoken in bilingual classes.during 6oth instructional and non-instruc -
tidnal activities is significantly greater, beyond. the .05 confidence
level, than the amount of Spanish spoken in both team and monolingual ,

clarsrooms, The reverse, then, is true for the percentage of English
spoken.

As in the case of aide and student interaction, there were no significant
differences among the percentages for-the language used in team and mono-
lingual classrooms. -

. I

The interaction among students in analyzed in Table III. Here again; theW
.

percentage of time interactions were conducted in Spanis higher for
bilingual claasroomi than for both team and monolingual assrooms. Dur-

,
'ing instructional activities students interacted with other students in
Spanish 32% of the time in bilingual classrooms, 19% in team classrooms,
and 7% in monolingual classrooms. During non - instructional acalitiet
students interacted with other students in Spanish 38% of the'tpse in
bilingtal classrooms, 7% in team classrooms and 1% in monolingual class
rooms. ',

The.percentage of Spanish used among students is significantly higher

VW
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SCHOOL

_

TYPEEn ..

OF
CLASSROOM

0
g

;-"rt 'o4.3

s. g
0 ti0
];

(

PER _ -O TEACHER TO
STUD liTERACTION IN
SPANISH AM ni ENMISH

_

PERCENT OP. STUDENT TO
TEACHER INTERACTION IN
SPANISH AND IN EN( ISM

Instructional
Non-
instructional

Instructional
.0

on-

instructia;
Spr.. 1 Enspn. r,...". spn, Eng. Smn.

Allison

B. ;Iti 70 30 50 5

le 3 98 96

Monolingual 99 0 100 0 100

Covalle

Bilingual 58 '39 61 50 50 -28 1 12 # 36 64.

Team 1 6 94 f, 3 97 0 100 3 , 97

Monolingual 44 100 99- Q l 100

4

,
.

Bilingual 13 32 78 . 39 61. 30 70 34 66--

Team 4 0 no 0 100

Monolingual 17 1

61'1

99 '1 99 0 . 100

Bilingual 114 3g 66 314 *42 58 58 42

Team -17 t. 7 93 S 98 0 100 0 -L100

Monolingual 14 0 100 0 100 100

chools

Bilingual 1 61 46 54. 57 __ 43 50 . 50 44 56

Team 41 5 95 --3 97 0 100 1 99

MMonolingual 107 .5 99.5 1 99 j 1 99 0 100
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'(eyond the .05 confidence using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two-
Sample Test) durifig both i=irtional and non - instructional inter-

cacti= in bilingual clas than in team and monolingual class- ,

mime.- The differences between teat and monolingual classrooms was
not significant at the .05 level.

Conclusions

The evaluation question addressed in this report is:

Are there differences in the three types of Project classrooms in the
amount of interaction' conducted in Spanish and in _-English amo6g.stu- :"

dents, between teacher and student, and between aide and student az,- :.'.
ing instructional and non - instructional activities?' ,

The saver to this qUestion is clearly "yes..." The dimension alo which
the-difference occurs is "type of classroom." In every comparis made,
the bilingual classrooms reflected a significantly larger amount of
interaction in Spanish than was found in either team or monolingual
classrooms. -In no.comparison was there a significant difference be-
tween team and son lingual classrooms in their language preferences.

There were no significant differences found in the language prAerence
of students, aides, and teachers. Alb three' groups. interacted with
students in statistically equal proportions of each language. Also,
there were no statistically significant differences in the proportiOns
of each language used in intimuctional and non instructional activities
within any type.of classroom.

Therefore,, it can be concluded thilt-the one difference` ound through
the observations of interactions among participants. in the classroom
learning environment is that students in bilingual classes use Spanish
as a vehicle for communication as often as they use English and much
more often than students in team. and monolingual classes use Spanish.
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. DESCRIPTION OF TEACHER INTERVIEW FORH

Number of administrations of the instrument

Ofe

. Location of administration

Is the elaisraam I

ProblemS'with the measure or with th administration which might
;affect the validity of the measure

Same as for all self-report interview methods

vt, Training of the administrators

All helped in development of the instrument and discussed the
°administration in detail.

Brief description 44 the instrument

Set of objective and open-ended questions concerning the Bilingual/
Bicultural Project

L'

Rationale for the instrument

To obtain Project teachers' views on various aspects of the Bilingual/
Bicultural Project and to supplement data collectedby classroom observa-
tions

1
Developer he nstrAMent

Staff'of the Office of EialUation

Development of the instrument

T.'

CamOilation'of questions from Projett staff and evaluation staff

Standardization of the instrument

Procedure for administration of-Interview Form was standardized; 46 norms
were developed

. Reliability and validity of the instrument

No''information available

t-

66
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TEACHER INTERVIEWS

t

In the spring of 1974, the staff of the Office of _Evaluation interviewed
all teachers in Project elementary schools. The interviews wore designed
to'bollect data which was inaccessible through the classroom observation
process and to record teachers' reactions to and opinions about the ESAA
Bilingual/Bicultural Project's activities. The information gathered
intended fOr formative evaluation of the 73-74 Project and for needs assess -
apt for the 74-75 Project.

Ins major conclusions relatiug to formative evaluation concern the low
level - ..; -..tal iuolveaàt, the infrequent .use of units proiided by
the .1 cul. ,writers-, and the relatively large proportion of instrut-
t 68 time g1:3en to Spanish..' .

114 major ctUiotza relating to teachers' opinions concern, their es-
appointments with the delayed delivery of materials, the lack of super-
vision by Project_staff, and the beneficial effect upon students' atti-
tudes fro- e the emphasis placed on Spanish as an instructional language.

A

Evaluation -Questions

1. What14ercentage of instructional time is in Spanish ana in English
for students assigrtd to a bilingual or a team classroom?

2. What is the level of parental involvement in Project schools?.

3. What percentage of the school day does a,bilingual aide spend in each
type of classroom and in what activities does the aide engage?

4. Were the teachers provided with at least cje unit by.the curriculum
writer and was this unit issq in the clas oam?

5. What is the greatest, need in the Project clash;

What was the teachers' larg t disappointment with the Bilingual/
Bicultural Project?.

7. Whet did, teachers feel was the greatest benefit derived from the
Bilingual/Bicultural Project?

Procedure

All interviewd were conducted in March and 'April of 1974 by staff from
thee Office of Evaluation. Allison Elementary School was chosen begin
because of conflicts in other schools. 'Teachers signed up for an. Inter-
view at their convenience. This procedure caused the interviews to be
spread out over several week's and resulted in aplan,to assign times to
teachers in the other three 'schools. inconvenient tines were ,switched
at the request of the teachers.

Pm' -167
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Uprs. .complegtion of each interview at Alison, the teacher was asked .

ether she preferred beineinterviewedor filling out a questionnaire.
ghty pertent responded in favor of the interview. Therefore the

three schools were scheduled and teachers. were interviewed
before in their classrooms-for ten to twenty minutes.

r.

Interview Form

gix areas were identified on the interview form.

1. Basic information about the teacher and c saroom (e.g. years
teaching) .

2. Percent of instruction in Spanish and English received by students
primarily assigned to the teacher.

3. Parental involvement,

4., Activities and availability of the'bilingual aide.

5. Materials provided by the Curriculum Writer.

6. Teacher comments and opinions about the Bilingual /Bicultural Project.

Responses to items from areas 1-5 were coded objectively (with one exception).
Area six was inquired about through dpen -ended questions to prevent any
channeling of responses by the interviewer.% The interview form is Attach -
ment I of this report.

Results

A look at the years of teaching experience (including 73-74) reported _in
Table 1 reveals that bilingual and team teachers have had fewer years of
teaching experience than the monolingual teachers and that Palm'EleMentary's
teachers. are such more experienced than those in other Project sch9ols.

AVERAGE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE
FOR TEACHER IN BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

'Tablel

Bilingual Ten
Mond-
liAgual

Overall
School

. Average

,

Allison 3.5 6.0. 7.3 . 5.6

Govalle- 5.8 1.2 6,0 4'.3.

:Metz 5.3 3.0 7.3 5.2..

Palm 13.1 10.0 16.2 13.1

-Bean 6.9 5.1 ' 9.2' 7.05
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Table 2 shows the pdcentage of instruction in Spanish and in En-
glish which students primatlIyeassigned to each of the three types
of classroomt received. Students whose primary teacher was conduct-
ing the bilingual classroom received about an even asibuht of instruc-
tion in Spanish and in English. Students whose primary teacher was
conducting the team classrOom received about 77Z of their instruction
in Eug,lish and 23% in Spanish. Thus, students in bilingual classes
received approximately twice as such instruction in Spanish as those
students in the team classrooms.

a

Table 3 breaks these percentages down for each grade level, revealing
distinct differences between the large amount of Spanish instruction
in grades anchthe smaller amount in grades.4 and 5.

Overall the frequency of classroom visits by parents as shown in Table 4
averages to about one parent visit is school per month per classroom.
Table 5 presents the number of conferences held with parents in school
for various reasons. These conferences average about one parental
confertace per student per year, with the great majority al the con -
ferences being for progress reports associated with regulairgrading
periods.

Data reported in Table 6 indicate that bilingual teaCtLers had the service
of a bilingual aide about 78% of the school day, team teachers utder 54%
of the day. Approximately half of the aidesttime, according to the
teachers' estimates, was spent in instructional reinforcement, with
making materials occupying most of the remaining time.

Almost all of 'the bilingual teachers (93%) reported receiving at /least
one unit from the Cqrriculum Writer at his/her school. Of the team
teachers, .72Z received a unit; and of the monolingual teachers, 61%
received at least one. However, the percentages of teachers who re-

.- ported actually using at least one unit furnished by the Curriculum
Writer are much lower. Overall, only about half of the teachers, 62%
of the bilingual, 74% of the team, and 5Q% of the'monolinguil, used at
least one unit in their clasarooms. See Table 7.

The responses to the open-ended questions are reproduced in their entirety
in Attachment II so that Project staff may have the benefit of each
individual comment anning activities for the 74775 Project. There
tiers a consistency of content in the responses made 't.0 most of these open -
eided questions. Summaries for each follow.

The majority of teachers planned daily with the aide; haweVer, most of
the planning responsibility was assumed by the teacher and duties assigned
to and discussed with the aide.

When asked fiat were the three greatest needs in their classrooms, teachers
mentioned imierials most frequently and more parental involvement and smaller
classes often. Monolingual teachers frequently mentioned a need for more
help by aides.

"1694
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"hale 2

. PERCENTAGE OF INSTRUCTION IN SPANISH Alia ENGLISH

'SCHOOL

..

MEAN PERCENTAGES

TYPE OF
crASSROOM

-ice '

"STUDENTS
TEACHERS ,IS

WHAT 2 OF THE
INTRUCTION YOUR

RECEIVE
IN SPANISH?

.
.

WHAT 2 OF THE
INSTRUCTION YOUR
STUDENTS RECEIVE
IS IN ENGLISH?

Allison

Bilingual
11 m 8 45.63 54.38

Team
a = 7 21.43 78.57

Monolingual
pi = 17 0.00 100.00

_in

AGovalle-Tem

Bilingual
= 9 44.44 55.56

n = 4 15.50 84.50

Monolingual
a m 22 0.00 100.00

Ifetz

Bilingual
pi= 6 - 43.50

.

56.50

Team
n = 2 27.50 72.50

Nonolingnal-
a = 16 0.00 100.00

Palm

Bilingual
a = 6 57 ..3.

.--*.
. 42.83

T
a = 5 30.80

1.--- eam

69.20

Monolingual
n = 7 *-0.00 100.00

%

A1.1,

Schoolota

'Bilingual

/I = 29 '47.20 52.80'

Team
= 18 23:39 7 i.61

Monolingual'
a = 62 0.00 100.00
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Table 3

PEILIZATISE OP INSTRUCT/ON IN SPANISH
AND MUSH BY GRADE LEVELS.

Percentage of Instruction in
Spanish . English

Spa.- Spa.
Team

Eng.

51% 13%

642

872

t. a

66%
.

56% 58%

'-432 . 572 182 822

4 19% 8ir 2-42 762

5 26% s 74%

171
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Table -4

PAREWIAL INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOL ACTIVITIES

-ME OF.
'CLASSROOM

# OF
L -TEACHERS

Bilingual
n ar 8 a 4.75
'Team
412 = 7 .4.71

MAN? TIMES
A PARENT
ITED IN' YOUR

SROOM?

,Ifonolingual
`311= 17

n = 9
Team
n = 4

monolingual
u = 22
Bilingual
n = 6
Team *

= 2

'Monolingual
= 16

Bilingual
n = 6'

Team
a = 5 '

tut = 7
onolingual

Bilingual
= 29

2.88

12.44 .

3.00

12.18

2.83

4.00

500

7.83

3.20

3.00

7.38
Teas
a = 18 3.83
Manolingua
n = 62 6.74

RESPONSES

BOW MANY PARITS
WORK VOLUNTABZELY

IN.YOUR CLASS-
-"WON ON A
REGULAR BASIS?'

HOW MANY TIMES-

HAVE YOU VIS1Th)
HOW MANY

DIFFERENT' HOMES
HAVE YOU

VISITED?

/HE HOME OF ONE
DF YOUR STUDENTS?

0.13 0.00 0.00

0.29 1.14 1.14

0.12 0.29 0.29

0.44 2.00 2.00

0.50 A
0.25 0.15

0.45 4,00 3.32

0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.50 0.50

0.00 0.94 0.81

- 0.17 0.3 0.33,

0.20 0.60 0.60

0.14 0.29 0.29

.0.21 0.69 0. 69

0.28' 0.72 .83

0.21 1.77 1.50
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Table 5

PILRENTAL INVOLVEICENT-IN SCHOOL ACTIVITIES

:1J

LEAN RESPONSES
i ,

Sari MANY CONFERENCES IN SCHOOL HAVE YOU HAD WITS PANINT.S . .

tilEOP
MASSR9MK;-

=41_0E--:

X1CRERS

.

ACADEMIC-
litOltICELS?

DISCIPLINE
PRORGE2142

IffMMERSZA/6
INFORNATION?

PROGRESS
REPOPor 1

11112,3110-

= 8 -.1.13 0.88 ' 2.25. 16.38 20.5
T
. = 7 1.14 0.71 -0.29 .14 17.29
L. 'lingual

17
4.

0.76 0.94

._...

-1.47 ' '10.53 14.59

... -

Bilingual.

9 v.56 1.89 3.78 26.89 33.11;

21:00

eaa
- 4

,,.

1.50 1.00

.
.

9.75 8 75
-..olingual,

22 2.36 s-

.

2.59 4.09 2.36 31.41
:ilingual

6 2.33'; 0.83

-

.

2.67 12.67 18.67
Team -

2 3.00 4.00 0.00 21.50 28.50
r....olingual

= 16 1.31 1.56 2.56

_

17..91 17.13
Bilingual

6 0.83 1.33 1.83 17.33 21.113
Tema
. = 5 , 0.80 0.00

.

0.00 14.11 12.80
.aolingual

7 4.29 1.57 2.57 - 15.00 21.71
Bilingual

29

.

1.14 '''' 1.28 2.72

,

19.07 24 il
east

p = 18 1.33 `s 0.94 2.28 14.14 18.11dhools
I....lingual

62 1.87 1.76- t .. 2.81 17.14 22.021
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Table.6

Acnvrrns OF TIIE suntaym AIDS

.

SCHOOL

77PE OF
CLASSROOM
n= 1 OF
/EMBERS

- PERCECPAGES

4HAT
Sai0OL
YOUAKVE-THE
SENVICES
geTUAL

.

2 OF lam- MAT 2 OF SCHOGLIINE DOES YOUR. mnimua.Ain SPEND ON-. . .

DAY DO:

OF A
AIDE?*

INSTRUCTIOKAL
REINFORCEMENr?

0

MAKING MAMMALS
gm INSTRUCT/OW?

MAXING,MAimmAtS
FOR DISPLAY?

.

<72MICAL DUTIES

.

OTHER DUTIES?

Am=
Bilingual
nr= 8 68.75

64.29

49.88

45.11 .

'15.38

25.71

13.25

12.14

17.0

16.43
,

3:75

0.06

Tea,

7
,

lOgual
n . 17 8 17.50 40,00 - 18.75

r.

12.50 13.25.

Gaulle

°Monolingual

Bilingual
n = 9

.

64.11

. .-

52.50 21.25

. 4,

14-.38
v

111.25 0.63
Teem
n = 4 45.00 40.00

`,
25.00 Ism --ADM

.

10.QO

..

a = 22 0.45

.

5Q.00 0.00

._

0.00' 0.00 '50.00.

Metz
gP

BiliTigr, 1

100.00 53.17 15.50 12.00 -- 15.17 , 4.17n = 6 -

Ttaa
n 0 2 25.00

7
'65.00 23.00 0.00 10:00

3 1.3

10'50

2100

0.00

0.00

.
Monolingual
n = 16 3.13 '. j

64.17"

'0.00

- 12.33

0.00

13.00Patsy
/

Bilingual
n = 6

4

83.33

n = 5 60.00 70.00 1.0.75 7.50 2 75 . 0.00 y.

Monolingual
n = 7 0100

.

'.6:oo .

.

(oo.
.

0.00

,

0.00 0.00
-

:

All
School:1'n.=

Edlingual
n 29 76.79

.

e ."

Team
18 54.45

.

53.33

51.5?

23.32

12.36

10.14

5.80

10,76

;.77 .

2.44'

2t.48

Monolingual
= 62 ?9__/--'



Table 7

a

J.

PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RECEIVING/USING UNITS
FRIIK THE CIIRRICULUX WRITES

t---

.-

isi

SCHOOL .TEACHERS

' i

laPS-OF
;LAS :Ir.

a # OF

.

HAVE YOU
RECEIVED ANY

- -- i :4 OR
TEACHING UNITSWUNIT
FROM TEE CUR-
RICULUM iiRIVER?:WRITER?

XAVE YOU USED A
PROVIDED BY

TEE CUPIIICULIIM

-----

Allison

Bilingual
n m 8 7 (88) .3 (381
Team
n=r7,--

_

-5 (71) 4.(57)
Monolingual
n = 17

-

7'6411,, Tflak
_ .

bvillee

_
.. .

Bilingual

11 a 9 ,

8 (89) 4-(44)

ie.

Tea
n = 4 3 (75) 2 (50) '

lkmolingual
n = 22 14 (64) ' 13 Y594

,._

Heti.

Bilingual
n = 6

.

6t(100)
- .

6 (100)
.

Team
n = 2 1 (50) 0 (0)
Monolingual
a = 16 ',

.

12 (75) lj (69)

124.1.3

Bilingual
n:= 6 6 (100) - 5 (83)
Team
n = 5 .4 ($0)

4
2.(40)

Monolingual
n = 7 5 (71) 4 (57)

All .Team
Schools

`

Bilingual
n = 29 - 27 (93) 18 (62)

a it 18 1.3,(72} . .8 (44) 0

Monblingual
n = 62 38 (6(1 71r;

__-.

31_4501

.
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When asked what -pas the mestbeneficial effect of the ilingual/Bicul-
tural Project in their classrooms, the most frequent esponse las that
ihe children have he-come-more aware -and proud t it ull-

. ture and heritage. The second mast frequent respo e -was "nothing."
. ./

When asked wh4was their biggest disappOintmentiwith the Bilingual/Bi-
. cuIturalTrojegt, the most frequent responsest_ih prder of their fre-
quencies; were "lack of administrativeguidanc ;"-"non-%inclusion.of
monolingual teachers in the Project," and "lac of materials."'

The areits most-often mentioned as needs for,inservice training are
.bicultur&l activities-and making of materials.

Conclusions -

In answerto the first evaluation quesfion, data reported here indicaPt
that a student assigned to a bilingual. teacher would have received ap-
proximately half of his instruction,in Spanislit and tyiceas.much Spanish
instruction as a student in a team classroom. Students in grades 4 and
5 would have received less Spanish instruction.thih those in the lower
grades.log- 1

The second eiraluacion question, can be answered b tating that, the level
of parenta4involveient is low, as evidenced by ittle parent-teacher .

contact except in conference4 related to required progress reports.

The lir,devaluation question asked how much of the school days each tylSe

- .-

of_classroam has the services of an aide'and in what activities -thesaide
, engages.410n the average; bilingualklastrooma had the services of an aide
for About-3/4 of the day; where4S2 the team classrooms had an .de about
half the day. Inbgth typesof classrooms,,thg aide spent the majority

imp - of the time in imstractionel reinforcement.

The Curriculum Writers, as,of March, and Apri had not furnished' the
Project teachers,With unite which had been used in more than half the
classrooms. This must be considered very low in light-of the teachers'

. frequent mention of the lack oI14151Ungual materials.

,In summarizin/g teacher comments,, several needs can be identified as high
priority fyr the 74-75 Project to address.

4.1.'Bilin / t chers feel that there A a need for more.materials
. . ,.:

aio d which o build theirrtiIiimgual instructional activities. -

2.,Projedh Teachers feel a need for more help in increasing the extent
of parintal involvement in Floject activities. /

ill,'

%,,

ef

,

0 *3. Monolingual teichprs desire the services of a teacher aide; .
...... f .1j

4. Project teachers feel a need for more guidance from the Project
staff. ,.-..

"- /.....

:
:

%.0 -

177
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4 IA,

4C.

-

1 416 ol;A ''. 4 'teachers would like'te be more a part of the Project.
r

,'.. _ . .

eacheralwould like.morel'iitlervice training in the area of
al.-a4tivities. - 4 ,

.,.11,... .

..
..

twe7.imilb:nore effort-tdiiareRrovidifig teachers th the type

mg meconmergtafioa is.warranted hire that curiiculx writers. .%

teething mitt; 9111.ch they. will use in their classrooms. The
culuat writers abould'reorder their priorities for meeting more

f the innedfate'initracAnal needs of Project teacheis.4
.

, e-.'. . ,
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ATISTJN, INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT-
,Divtelott.of Instruction and Development

Depart ment of, Educational Developm1v4
t. . Office-of Evaluailo6

.
ATTACHMENT I

.01 1;
2.
3.
4.
5.

TEAC--INTERVIEWW

School
Grade K=0 1=1 ett,
Yeats taughtliinclitdP thi.9---year) 01-99'

3=Teauf
Degrees: BS=1: MS=2
Tripe .of ala.ssrdom: 4, lutEnglish .2=Bilinguakif -5 is 2, 3; then -answer 6 '- 12 .

For thi students in' your clas's -
6. Percent of instruction in Spanish: goo-loo
"7. Percent of 'instruction in English: 000-100

Areas taught in Spanish: 0=no 1=yes 2= both English8. Oril 'Language Development "fi.pd Spaiiish
- 9. Reading

frr

;-
II.. Math

.12. Science 7A---

r.

13. How many times has a parent visited- in your' classroom? 00-9514. Hot:, tiany parents work voluntari in youi classroom-on a regular bits-is? ,00-99
C., What aceivlties:

,

-
. . ,.15a. How many time/3 have ygfi visited the home of one of your

stud -eats this. school year? 06-99
--15b. How mardifferint hones have you visited? 00-9c2- ., ,

How iarry conferences in school have you hat. with parents-for. 9: . 00-99 .-
16. Academlc.problems

:,.17. . Discipline problems
18. ,Interest and information

O19. Progress___ ,report, other;
, .

r .-,-

20. Total of lines 16-19
21. What. pqrceneage of each school day. d'o you have'theservpes of a bililigual-aide?

1.
000-1'00 .e.-

t



.

is- ...

'Whet -pe-rc nt of Scholl time' does-.your-bIliegual:7:aide
c- .spind-on . . . 7! 0,00-100

., '22. InstinciiaAa/,reinforc6ment
25. Making maerialsfor instruction

---/-- 24o- Making materials rot display .,,,

X25.- ,Clerical 'Attie's, exampIegrading, dittning.'etc:

I

6. Other:

0

Have ynu receiVed any materials or teaching units
from, the curriculnwriter? Ono

28, Wave you --used in your classroom a unit provided by.
the curriculum writer? ()=no 1=yes
'How do you and the bilingual aide plan? How often?

C. What are thethreegreatest needs in your classroom?'
-

2.

3.

. .*
What has been the most beneficial effect of the
'Bilingual/Bicultural Project in your classroom ?`'

. C. What has been yourbiggesdisappointment with the
BilinfuallBicultural Project?

C.- In what areas would you like to ceceive more inservice
. s, traaning?

.1 . C. /Do you'have any other comments about the Bilingual/
Bicultural Project which you would like to make?

180
P-15.
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TEACHER INTERIM COMETS

AND TEE BILINGUAL AIDE PIM?' Rai OFTEN ?

Allison Elementary School 1,

Bllingual Teachers'' Comments
1,. Plan once a week.and discuss at end of day what went on Aide is either in

.charge of grip or activity ,planned by teacher.
a -

2. Three times a week. Together make plans. Aide.incharge of grodp.
3. .01=e a week plaringng. Reports ea group, aide reports progress and teacher

directs new methods.
4, :Plan abea of time what will be covering, guide aide to occasionally teach

ATTA CRHEN'r

on her two or three times per week.
s, Day to d . N t

6., After school about-once aweek..
_.

7. Sets outline for aide to follow.: Every day right before class.
-. 8. Shows aide Saps and schedule; no regular schedule.time. .

Team Teachers' Comments
9. Every afternoon.

1)10. Daily.
11. Every day for day.

12." Every day works th air groups
13. Every day she i$ there.

' 14. Willgo over plans with her.
15. In the morning, talk abouf plans

.1"
.

\.4.:Monolingual Teachers' Comments

16. Every evening, gives aide
' 17. No planningt.office aide.

, 18. Not applicable.
19NL Not applicable.
#20. Hot applicable.
21. Not applicable.
22. Not applicable.
23. Not applicable.
24. Not applicable.
25. Not applicable.

Not applicable.
27. Not applicable.

. 28. Plansing with.aide-gives aide their specialties whenever get one-'4aning.
291i Not applicable;

idea

reinforcing teacher direction.

(8:00-8:30; unstructured.

and asid aide to implement her own ideas

. ->

00,

O, PlaAs,foicaide.
31. *a.bt apPlIcable.

. 32. Not applicable.

. Gtvalletlimentary School

Bilingual Teachers' Comments

0,4

1. Each Thursday and Friday to,ialk abodt oral language 'class an4 art for next
week. .

- .
- - ,

J.

.

.

Not very well- -once a. -week. DoNnot usually commiAnicatevery WV0. .,

Sit down and talt; once a sitt ..--; ..

4. Daily planning. Goes from to group and w#rks with ihdividhals.
5. Plan at beginning and mod of week. . . ,.."-- .

6. Teacher cannot.always meet with aide, leaved assignments dit 'designated table,
teachei- plans with aide wheU.possibia.iduring the wee t Tafher makes_

,

schedule for aide!. 0
7. 'Teacher Wig aidetplans in the morning before elms, every d4.

bit



Every day.
Me discuss Students' contracts on a weekly basis.

Team Te'ache'rs' Comments 18'

Guiding to needs of the children.
11. ler plan.
12.

0 -13.--fe11s aide what to do,_ about two or

Monolingual Teachers'
14. Teacher plans a
15. Not applicabi
16. Not applicab e.

.17. ,Not applicable.
18. Not Applicable':
10. Not- applicable.' .4
0. 'Not applicable.

21. Not applicable.
, 22. Not applicable.

23. Not applicable.
24. Not applicable.
25. Not applicable.
.26. Not applicable.
27. Not applicable.
28:. Not applicable.
29. Not icable.
30. Not licable.
31. Not licable.
32. Not applicable.
-31; Not applicable.
34,' Not applicable.
35. Npt applicable.

_Metz Elementary echool

211ingual Teachers' Comments
Sit and discuss unit for next day, each day.
Tells her how to do new tbiAge, meet every day'after school- to
what is going to be done the next day or even the next weft;
Once a.week on Friday, go over plans for following week. Aide takes
adveral reading groups.
Daily. Gives aide idea or aide gives own opinion on how tb do things.
Confer before, after, and during school., Five timesa day.
Every, day, before and after, all day talk about days work.

Comments
. Tells aide

Day to day.

thlee times per week.'

aftefone day for next

.

.

2.

.-3.

4.

, 5.

6.

discuss.

over

Team-Teachers' Comments
7. Teacher and aide talk before and, aftei school in reference, an assigned

group of students. Once a week (for 30 minutes).
8. Not applicable.

Monolingual Teachers' Comments
9. Not applicable.
10. Not applicable.
110 Not applicable.
12. Not applicable.

' 13. Not applicable.
14. Not applicable:
15. Not applicable.
16. Hot applicable... .

17. Not applicable. 184
18. Not applicable.

"it

-



19.- 'Nht appliCable.
20 riot applicable.
-21. 'Rot applicable.

_ No applicable.
=23,.-*Not applicable.
24. After-school $esdon. Teacher has plan, talksabou ?roblems, tells aide

whit to do:

-Palma Elementary School

Bilingual TeachergvComments
1. Once a week; lessons are prepared is the book, we look over

and adapt

them and discuss,

The two meet to exchange WMAtisrnieded, "reassea needs, and
make a decision for next week, (Once a week.)

3. -Weschedule our reading group for the week.
4. Once a week or whenever necessary. Works supplementing 2 special ed.

,students as well as others.

5. In the morning and when the teacher and aide are

again.
6. Tells the -aide what to do once a-week.

t busy, in,the afternoon

Team Teachers' Comments
7. Three .times a'week.

8. Teacher plans aide's lesson on Fridays workes them out, and discusses

her. Once a week,

9. Daily planning.
10. -Not applicable.
11. Evetyjay plirning. Reinforcing small groups.

MonolingualTeachers' Comment s
12.1 Not applicable.
13. Not applicable.
1.4...NOt applicable.

Not applicable.
Not applicable.'

'17., Not applicable.
LB. Net applicable.

WHAT ARE nig THREE GREATEST NEEDS IN YOUR mAspmein

Allison Elementary School

Bilingual Teeihers! Co tints,

1. a. More space.
b. Materials for individualization.

..

c. More kindergarten materials.
2. a. Teaching materials.

b-. Physical environment.

c: M=Iglingual ready-mIde erials.

S' reading, math, sctence, writing materials.
Manipulative.Materiaie-(toye, game, etc.).
Audio visual, listening materials.
Materials. ,

My own aide.
5. a. Materiels (laminating film)...

b. Workbooks (basal complements).`

!14 F-18
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a._"Matarials (instructional).
_b. Oral language, -! . .

7. .1t. Reading workbooks because kids have to pay themselves.
b, ?A par shortage causes need for paper.
c. dining from Bilingual.co-ordinatoks.

8. a. thi.' 'curriculum - culture; 0

b. Kits higa Lux, SRA in Spanish.
,*

c, English - Spanish dictionary.
. '. ,

. .

Tea Teadheistudents
r's;9, a. Smaller-blass--less students.

language- -set of tapes and records with listminiim*
c.'Region XIII pertaining to Blacks.

10. a. Sore .money, for consumables.

i

;
b. Workbooks (cultural) to make-games (several copies);
c. More teachers (not supervisors).

11. a. More aides in reading and math..
12. a. Curriculum in oral English instruction.

b. -More information on culture (Black and Maxican American).
c. More materials.

13, A. Materialsfor individualization.
b. Beieffrom clerical work. -'-

14. a. Materials appropriate to students' lev el.

b. io4er ratio (present 22 is great).
c. Extra materials for making centers"--duplicating materials.

15. a. Materials.
b. Social Studies material at different' levels so we won't teach next year

what the kids have already had.
,

c. Aide training- typing, instruction.

Monolingual Teachers' Comments .
16. a. More teacher-made instructional materials.

..
b. More time to make these 'things.

1.7.. a. Aides.

, Materials (reading).
c. Games (math, reading, etc.).

`18. a. Parental involvement and interest.
b. More ipdividualikd instructioe-no time for it, especially without

an aixte.

c. More materials.
19,,t, a. An'aide. .

N....b. Mere listening materials -- tapes, records to use without teacher
, assistance, . 4

c. More parents positively involved' '
20. a, More teachers:

b. More -information on bicultural aspect,
c. Parental help at home.

.21. a. Teacher-aide.
)

b. More audio-visual aids,.
c ,-re materials,

22. a. .Aide for ;low group.
(31

b. Extra paid time to n.ake things.
c. More parent involvement.

,23. a. Materials, i.e., skill boxes, ,etc.,
b. 14structional posters.
c. Teacher 's' aide.. 4

4,e

/-

I
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. a. More-materials.
b. Aides -

c. e.Tarent-invalvement. 1

a. Activity-gaiis.
Ifore-smtvrials for kids to wdrk with,

c. More supplementary books,
26. -a. Teacher aide,

b4 Listening-station.

c. Enough eooks for .all children.
-27* a Sumner !lumber of students.

bEbre.materials, i.e., books in Spadish.
slip more often.

28. a. A.funetfOnal aidemore dftei.-
' . b. Materials.

c. Tine. .0,

29, a. Materials (workbooksuteaching supplies).
b. Dazes.
c. Teacher's aide.

30. a. An aide.
b. More materials.
c. Better discipline methods.

31, a. Learning-games;

sq.

bi Materials.
. c, Equipment. k

. a. More lals. ..

b. .Tea er's aide.' - , .

c. Morq materials for lower level. .

____Cova11e-Eleerantarzy--Sehool 1

-
1.'7%,

. . 4

Bilingual Teachers''Comments
1. a.. Training in teaching-Spanish reading, r ...

"
b, Materials for teaching Spanish reading.

1,

2. .4. A competent trained bilingual aide.
...

. b. Materials.
3 .a. Better reading techniques. ,

l' b. More individual indtruction"for pupils..
c. Sdcial,studies material relevant to the

4. a. Materials (instructional).
b. Diagadstie instruments. A- ,

c. Ektra furniture {dividers; shelves, round table,; etc.).
5. a. More gamei.. .' . ' .

b. More pictures. 0

e. Units.for language master. , 000

6. co Space. .: ; .

.

b. Co-operating mon linguarteacher.needs.tabe given more training for the
team effort; hot teachers need more inservices. --:

c."Better planned is for each grade level, asp:eels/1Y acikeee. Also,
more units pr ed.

Z. a. Eelp,with discipline problems. -

.
,- '13. Space. . ,

e..FOrnitureshelves, tables.
,,-13. ;f,a* Not appliaible.' .

9* a. Mor& materials;

.»

bl.' Less students. /

c. Bette] textbooks oriented to the!tr culture.

-, :- \_

.

. l

1,,

---r
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Teamilreadners1 Comments
.

_7,e.

10. a. Language-dominance test in August,
b. latetriais or supplies in, order to individualize imatruction:

. ,c. Insprvices.from other bilingiial programs in the area.

11. ,
.a More materials. 4

ib. More help .(aide more of the tine);
22.- a. Morwhelp (teacher's aide).'. do

b..Mbney for Materials.
c.'More:sPace.. -

13. "a. Honey for mhteiiais.--
Jo. Roos-toocrowded. _.

,

Nionolingual-Teacheis' Comaente .

- 14. a. More manipirlative materials.
" / b. More time to deal With'etotional welfare of children,

15. -alilicxe.materials'and informatidn on the bicultural aspect.
a._More materials. 4

b4 More'cultural materials.- ,

c. More money for extra things in class.
-17. a. Teacher's aicle-'

b. Rug for floor.
-18i a. An ai40.

b, Materials for tearhing bilingual children.
ci Interest and concern of parents.

19. a.,More shelving--cofitract stand.
b. More dividers from centers.
c.-More furniture.

20. a. More materials (number charts, manuals, etc.).
b. Round. tables.

c". Mbre supplemental readers.
a. An aide.
b. More audio-visual materials.
c. Different furniture.

22, a. Less students.
h. More materials/supplies.
c. Round tables instead of desks.
a. Materials and equipment, especially audio - visual type.
b. An aide (teacher has noticed the value of aides in other classr
c. Supplies--games, paper, charts, etc. A

24. a. More individual help:
b. Extra workbooks, more materials, etc.
c. Divisions and partition for rood,

25. a, A full-time aide,
b,' More room.

c; A walk-way going to the building.
26. a, 'More materials,

b. Aide.
27.' a. Aide or.studept teacher. .

b. Morg,eaucatiohaj. materials readily available.
More money.

'28. More dime to plan.
b. Better behavior, 0

tr,1 Mori books. -

29. a. Volunteer help.

S



30. a. A6& aide (another, person).

b. Easier access to audio-visual aids,
c. Greater parent interest.

31. a. Enough textbooks for each child--all suBjectee
-b. An aide (salaried). -

c. Games and materials fdr learnini cenfers Cart, manipulatory items).
32. a. Audio equipment.

b.
. 0

Literatute, literary material.
,c, A set curriculums for Spanish or bikaitlal teaching.

33. a. More tom.
b._Iforematerials (visual aids, textbooks, media in gen al).
c Discipline standards. 4

34. 'a. Materials.
b. Fewer:kids.
c, Aide or parent helping.

33.
,
a. Have teat teaching situation set up so both classes are close to each

other. , . 4*

7. Not to have emotionally'disturbed child -in room,
c. Storage apace for materials.

2

'.}Betz Elementary School

-Bilingual"TeacherilComments
1. a. Stories in Spanish.

b. Laminating paper.
c. Spanish filmstrips and records.
a. More ready%made materials.
le: T.17: .

\wc,Hore supplies--i.e:, pencils, paper, etc.
.3. ie.-More bilingual books relevant to students' background.

b.-filmstrips and games in Spanish (oral language materials).
c. Chart work in Spanish.

4, a. Fewer children in clam.
b. Own equipment--not have to check it but.
c. Teachers given more time to plan at school.

5. a. Less children.
b. More instructional ideas. 4

.F. More materials for-use in specific teaching.
6. e.. Materials.

Team Teachers' Comments
7. a. An enthusiestic4pilingual at4g w#11 .

*b. Language arts'materials7-games, kits, any activity type.
c. Smaller teacher-pupil ratio (to facilitate English and eading), or

More time.
. a. Fewer children.

.

B. Full-time capable aide.
c. Materials (gamei, paper, everything). -

_Monolingual Teachirs' Comment's 0:

9. a. Word attack skills. //
b. Better understanding of the readiness concepts in Eng4sh.
c. Units leacher can use for their level.

10. a. btral Spanish for teacher.
B. Student's teem shy to speak Spanish --need more confidence about culture.

Parents to-rend stories in Spanish,.
11.

.

a. More planning time,
b. More pa gent involvement.

,

F-7

c. More aides.
487
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a. An aide.
la; Filmstrip projector.

-c. More visual aide gameatmaterialS, _

13; a, More help (adults). '

b. More planning time.,
c, More training in reading for these children.

14. a.-PhObics--instruction and materials.
:h. llpace.

c. Audio-yisual iaterials locked in'this
15; a. Bicultural activities.

b. rftscolehdas.

16. a Cassette tape recorder.
. Yarn and-Other art materials.
c. Attractive instructional visual aids.

-17. 0.BelEto take care of individual needs
clb. Vida' variety of materials for library

124 S. Bulletin boardspace to display work.
' 'b. More space, for learning or experience

school).
Sink and laboratory facilities.
More materials on Spanish culture.
Extra reading books.
Materials--bicultural and other.
An'aide to make materials,
Filmstripd.
Bilingual teaching aides--bilingual teachers get them alL .

Another aide,
Bilingual gapes.
More helpan...aide.
Materials,.
Equipment.
22-1 pupil,ratio.
Another special educator at her dispense.
Equipment.
Smaller amount of children.
More resource teachers.
Learning disabiqty games to diagnose learning needs.

19,

20

d.

a.

b.
,a.

b:

C.

a.

b.

c.

.22*-

b.

c.

23. a.

b.

c.

24;
be
C.

fir.

classroom--film projector, etc.,

of the children.
and media center.

areas Chas'emallest classroom in

II

so&

Palm Elementary School

Bilingual Teachers'. C
1. a, Materislsr-g s.

b. Screen for fi trips.
2,jo a. No time for 3 :Sli2w learners

'b. Reading and math games.
Audio-visual materials.'
Instructional games.
More planning time.
More.aUpplementary aids in reading and math.
Supplementary text books.
Materials to enrich work in basals,'nttable
Big dictionariis (4 more).

Tits

c.

3.. a.
4. a,

b.

C.
5. a,

b.

in math and reading--teaching disabled kids.

vocabulary, besides workbooks.

c. Individual packets of work to reinforce activities in workbook.
a. Full-time bilingual age.-
b. More on grade-level bilingual materials.
c. More audio-;visual materials.

.

F/28 8
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Teas Teachers' Convents
-7.- a.--Fewer kids;

, . .

1.- a. Manipulative materialh far math and reading.
-b. Workbooks that go with textbooks; e.g.4., Elementary School Mathematics.

z
,Visual aids tareinforde-vocabularys.phonics.

f

n i.:Smallar classroom. - -

-b. Better facilities;
...

C. More aides.
It7". a. More time to teach.

.b. Visual aids, instructional materials,and'machines.
p. Pre-prImer readers for low students.

11.- a. Art materials,, f'

b. Own 'language Aasterfara-darda.

c."Low level. high interest materials.

Monolingual Teachers' Comments
12. a. More bicultural materials.

b. Information about Meiican-American culture'.
/'

13. a.. Being able to team teach with another second grade class.
b. Snarler classes.

14. a. Students who listen.
b. Art supplies.

.4'
15. a. Space.

b.. Textbooks for students' instructional level.
-c. Place and time for.audio-visual materials.

16., a. More materials.
b. More help with aide.

Am& 9. Materials to diagnose student progress.
17. a. New classroom. /

b. Art supplies (Rapr, etc.),
a. Furniture.

'18. a.More'time for reading.

WHAT HAS EEO THE MOST BENEFICIAL EFFECT OF THE BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT IN
TOUR CLASSROOM? 4 4

Allison Elementary School

; -

BilinguarTgachers' Comments
LI Children are enjoying class more.
2.

3.
4.

5.

7.

. 8;

Self-concept of chid,
Added verbalization, awareness.Of language, and self- identity of students.
Children have become proud of tlieir culture, better self- concept.
None.
Understanding Mexican culture. .

Whole idea of getting lcross Mexican American culture.

Helping chi4dren gain more respect for the Mexican American and Black.

I

41,

Team Teachers' Comments

Improving childrens' self-image. Bilingualism- -free
None.

Self-concept of the child has been improved.

to talk.

Not operating long enough. to ,lee to see bilingual reddingvcontinued
throtigh 4th grade. Is stressing Spailish and' Black culture (pride in
heritage).

fi
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15. Awareness in children of culture-=Black history.

Hoholinval--Teachersi Comments
18.:,Brought in cultural awareness'.

17. None,
-`(

18. Becoming more-aware of different cultures.
19. itChne.

20.' Noae., 1 .

21, Provided' initiative to dig into culture and customs.
22, Awareness of culture being brought into classroom.
23. Children are able to mingle together: more homogeneity.-.
'24. None;
25. Awareness of Black students.
26. Children not a fraid to speak Spanish in classroom.
27. Spanish - speaking children feel closer to teacher Ircause

Spanish and using Mexican American references,
28. None.
29; Has gotten teachers and children enthused.
30. None.
31. Children beginning to appreciate their heritage. '.
32. Bilingual/Bicultural workah4 was he and suggested materials (that

were used); observation of Zavala classroom.% - )

01.

of her speaking
_11

Govalle Elementary School

-Bilingdal Teachers' Comments
1: Good psychological effect on Children.
2. Roue.
3. Having an aide in the classroom. ,

4. Project itself has had no effect. Teacher able to speak Spanish but not
given any, guidelines. , .

5. Children speaking a lot more -Spanish and being more comfortable about it.47
Great amount of supplies. .

- -

6. Awareness of cultural and vocabulary skills especially in learning
new wards in-one'language that were known in the other.

7. Kids becoming aware of the Spanish language - -its acceptability, and that
th4 can master it.

8. Children have become more aware
4
of culture.

9. The,children have learned to appreciate their own culture.

0

.

Team Teachers' Comments
'

r-

10. All of teacher's students are receiving Spanish'in ruction either in
reading or. oral Spanish. , '.

11. None. \ i %al

12. None.° -' '

13. Children ar4 speaking Spanish to each other more and are-Proud-when
they are reading Spanish.1*.

Monolingual Teachers' Comdents
.'

14. None. A
15. Ideas and materials from curricUlt= writer. ..

,

16. None. ...

17; Bicultdral materialb have been
(

st helpful especially in their informaCion
'on where to get things.. 4

18. None.
19. None.
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20; None.
.21. Students enjoy prografon T.V.
%22. NOde.

.

23. No cot At,

:2441Children have become aware of bicultural aspect and have been br4ging`.
. it more into clails.

5. Nav nbtbeen involved in the-prOgram.
26. None.-

.4 27. "None-.
5

28. ,None.
29. None.
30. None:
31:

32. It teaches Spanish.
33. Nape. .

34. Children becoming, more aware of Black and Mexican American cultupe.
Curriculum writer.

35. None. Has not helped kids or teacher any.

Metz Elementary School

Bilingual Teachefs' Comments
-1. Spanish is students' language and that is where we start-reasier for them,

Having observers has made me more aware of what I am doiCg.
.

2. The class has become aware of hoq important it.is to know Spanish as
well as English. .. 1 ,

3. Cultural swarenesS7-children more able to dee they have a place in, society
and more able to relate. .

.

.4. Things given and'arranged for teachers4-field trigs, Materials, etc .

5. Children are gaining aware ss of their culture and.language.--;----
'6. Ideais good but must prow de some materials.

Team Teachers' 'Ccluments
7. None.
8. For those capable of handling 2 languages, more confident in correct

.Mexican (South American)-Spanish:'

Monolingual.Teachers' Comments
9. ,Childreh have -a better understanding of the. music of their culture.
10. Music and dance.

:Gives. students a more positive self -image as Mexican Americans.
12; None.
13, None. ,

.

.14. No codment.
15; None. .

.. . .
.-

'16: ,Cannot say that it has hadian'effect because teacher has no4 given kids
enough bilingual or bicultural aspects sIncethe project.has not'gived
teacher enough materials.

. -4 -----

11.1 None. .,..----.-

18...tione.,
.--

19. .None. '-t. :

--
.

20. No cob-cent. -/---
21. Curriculum Writer's units on hOlidtYs made everyone aware- -food they

eat unit. .

22,, The bicultural units provided by the curriculum writer the first semester.
23. Nont..

24. Materials available, child has better self- image, aide give's someone to rely on.
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Palm Elementary School..
.

BilinguarTeacfiers''Comments
1. Aide.. -

.

2. The help of the aide - -kids get more individual attention.

3. The audio-visual equ-Ipment and children tec...nz aware of their culture.

4. Students have more positive feelingi about tin& Mexican and about
,speaking Spanish.

5. Without the aide, itrul8 have been iwoossible. The elfectof the
project Should carry dyer fairly well. '

6. Has promoted a better feeling ,about thetlanguage and culture among

the children.

Team Teachers' Comments
7. None.
8. The presence of the aide.
9. Bilingual aspect of'project has had no effect.

10. Receiving instructional materials.
11. Aide has helped. Audio-visual equipment.

Monolingual Teachers' Comments

12. Not much effect.
13. None. 1.

'14. None.
15. Materials. .

'16. It has Elven the child more self-pride and less inhibttions about trying
and working with 'things.

17: None.
, No comment.

Try

WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR'BIGGEST DISAPPOIilTHENT WITH THE BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT?

Allison Elementary School

4
Bilingual Teachers' Comments
1. Lack of assistance from administrative personnel (curriculuM writer,

. project director, etc.). Lack of communication.

2. Lack of communication between administrative staff and teachers in the

program.
3. Lack of curriculum planning on administrators part, inadequate teacher

training, duplicity of materials.
4. Lack of support from everyone, haling to do things on your own, lack of

materials.
5. Meetings are useless,(at school).

- 6. Lack of materials, delays in 'receiving ordereh materials.
7. Totally. lost in program.

8. Testing too difficult in Spanish.

Team Teachers' Comments
9. Lack of information pertaining to SIX. Mexican American child. Program

thrown on some teachers without help.
10. Not having things ( materials) before schooltarted*

I

11. Dc not know enough about project.
12. Lack of inservice and guidance for the monolingual t her to teach the

hilingUal child.
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. .
. .

14. Not allteachers are involved.
14. Do not feel I have had that much help from'our.bilinguil writer-;feel

there shotit4 be mucks more material coming out of "three days a wdek of
.

writing. feel:that I'have got the runaround., Am frustrated with it

. Lack of materials. ' ..

Monolingual Teachers'. Comments _

r- 16. Lack of Black culture knowledge--everything seems to be geared id Mexican

American.
'17. ITEIE enough information about' program.
18. No guidance and no materials. (BicultUral part--cannot.speak for the

Bilingual.)
19. 'Have not benefited from project.
.20. No materials in bicultural activitieS.
'21. Not sufficient bicultural aspects of program.
22. Lack of wwareness that materiali and funds Ere available. -

23. No materials, instruction, e&. Would like to know more about it.
24, Monolingual classrooms are not involved enough--not enough bicultural

aspects.
25. Bilingual teachers are too busy to share ideas ith bicultural teachers.

26. More multicultural aspects brought in to incorp rate Black culture is

needed.
/: 27. Classes too-large.

28. No effect,.

29. Lack of direction.
'30. None. . .

A

31. Teachers have not had any materials for cultural aspect.

32. No comment.

Co7alle Elementallipphool.

BilingualTeachers' Comments
1. Lack of organization and supervision.
2. 'Lack Of leadership from - director.
1. .lack-of guidelines for the project.
4. Nobody has made the effort to help teachers implement the so-called

"Bilingual" program in the clalsroom. Supervisor has never showed up or

been accessible to teachers. Some personnel, curriculum yriters,

are not needed. Materih/s have been duplicated because of laok of

communication. Poor planning on field trips that are going on. Should

let teachers in on planning and should have-let kindergarten: and 1st grade

go.

5. Mrs. Mendez has not come 94t. Need people to come'in and make suggestions.

6. At beginning of project, teacher got no assistance (had to go.to The
University of Texas for methodology, etc.).

7. So poorly prepared when. it started. So far, teacher has not seen any

goals for the project.
8. None.
9. No comment. '

Team Teachers' Comments
10. Not receiving materials promptly and not enough'inservice training.
11,. Have not gotten a lot of things supposed to--delayed.
12. Do not even know what it exactly is.
13. Materials so late; no instruction guide at first; do not like observations

dr interviews because money shoultt be used for something else like materials.

I
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Monolingual Teachers' Comments
14. Do not, know. .. .

15. More Materials from the programs; . .
i

16. Feel that hilingual classes and the bicultural classes are too divided.
, :Should be working together, more closely related. Would like'to kxuA/.'
'more about how a bilingual class -is set up.

17. Do not have an aide; not receiving ;aterials; disappointed not allow
go to San Antdaio,zoo; not being directly involved with program.

18. Do not share information and matOrials from bilinguaeachera.
.19. Program not'desiined to follow cyrriculum ofAk.I.S.D:no skill-s taught.

4

In program.
20. Lack of understanding of whaf is gains an. ..All children al ld have

opportunity to keep up with Spanish. Some students reall neeoLthis and
get more out of it. /

.

1 ..._

21. Need more input, help, materials, resource-people, splitting of races.
22.. Too complex, not enough training, low knoWledge of program.
23. "so commentteacher has no contact.

.

24. Lack of information about project and do not know what is supposed to be
done.

25. The amount of materials.
ft comment.'

27. It only helps the specific bilingual teachers in the program.,
28. Have no idea what is expected of the teacher concerning it--confusiig.
29. tot that involved,
30. None.
31. No comment.'
32. The bicultural aspect of the project ins nonexistent- -or if it exists,

it 'is berserk.

33.- Have not been informed about project,
--;34.- Did not know whit should be. -:

35. Does no feel like she is a Yarn of the prcect except for observations. .Does not

know much about it,

Y.efz Elementary School

Bilingual Teachers' Comments
. ../

1, I am not disappointed because I have gotten so much; i.e., Language
Master, listening station, so many materials.

.

2. No materialsg(books), at the beginning of the year caking us far behi
3. -Lack of guidelines from project stiff.

.4. Should provide a full-time Spanish teacher so teachers could do other

i
things besides teach Spanish in the room. Everything is to spread
out 'pow between teachers (equipment, etc.). It is also neg eating
the English part.

5. 'I do not, care for the textbooks. Textbooks are not geared' to Chicano
ip language. We have not received the workshops we were promised:
6: No materials.

Team Teachers' Comments
7. Monolingual teachers (team teachers) get only time

bilingual teachers get "fullntime aides.
8. Lack of supervising, lateness in receiving equipment

feeling excluded froM bilingual planning and regular
planning.

lig94

aide while

and materials,
classroom
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Monolingual Teachers' Comments
9. Did not have any Units to work on our level..
10. Guide not completely translated into English.
11. Communioettn; is the biggest problem. Gettin terials ou,t to teachers

is a problem. And, not knowing what is expected of teachers in
this project.

12. None.
13. riot much has bee done about it.'
14. No comment. s'

15. -*Children have not earned._
16. Lacks organization omewheresomethin40Aybe government guidelines)

keep it from functioning.'
17. Iliscriminatin against non-bilingual classes; if bicultural should have.

same privileges, example.Christmas, San Antonio trip, alr-Classes should,
_share. The project has hurt our program by putting such a wide span of
.children into the non - bilingual classroom. If bilingual teachers coulsi,
work with non-bilingual teachers in math then =ore levels could be
handled. Bilingual aide is with bi.lini 41 teacher all day while Assist
aide-is there also._ Bilingual ai should be workiu with children
all 'day. Bilingual aide has not d training. PeoPie taken out 'of
community are expected to do t ngs they cannot. At the beginningof
the year, some students were, removed from bilidgual classes because
Fhe'y were too low. ,Eventually, these kids are sent to Special Ed.
for help:

18. ,Discriminaced against because .monolinguals not getting to go to San
Antonio rip. This is discrimination against children. Also,
bilingual.teacher has hilinval aide for whole day. Not fair that.she
get the help all the tire.

19. Lack of materials,
20. No comment.
21. Materials are ::,ncentratei on bilitigelal teachersbicultural teachers shoo's!

"get more materials, workshops.
22. Have net 'lad any bicultural units the second sere stem.
.23. Lack of teacher support by program. Adv4nistrators have one fixed

strategy in nind and they are not willing to deviate even when teachers
warn .it is not working.

. .
24, Was not told last year that would be bilingual", did not know what to

do with' aide at. first_; m:re training, preparation for aide, cooperation.

Palm Elementary School

Bilingual Teachers' Comments
1. Workshops need to be improved. Teachers are not consulted in selecting

niaterials. Introducing new programs without workshops.
2. Getting materials on time. Also, lack of oppot-tunity to meet with

coordinators and supervisors.
3. Time scheduling.
4. Lack of supervision, direction, and materials:
5. Lack of materials lessened the effect, but did not ruin the project.
6. The children from the team teacher's room do not accept the language

or the 'culture as part of their own.

Team Teachei-s' Comments
7. None.
8. .The team teaching should done in one room. Teach the different

aspects of the two 1 es side by side.
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9. Slows, children down in learning 'to cOmmunicatg in Eugliah.
:M.. NoChaving enough time to teach all the other things you want to teach.
11. Have not been Ole to talk to anyone about guidelines for starting

project in room. Children in 5th grade have had no Spanish before
and this. little Spanish has not helped them. Program should have .

started at lower level. Units not ready for social studies..
No teaching,materials in Spanish. Need Bilingual books and tapes.
Aide has'not been. trained and needs some training for next year,
Aidi is nice and sweet but not Ir.adwledgeable.,

Monolingual.Teacherst Comments
12. Feel that my children have same cultUral background as others, and

could have some of the samematerials that are given to bilin1u.al
. classes--e.g.; language Master. -
13:, None.
14.' None.
15. Do .net know enough about the4progam..
16, Teachers were not familiarized with it enough before beginning.
17. Has not supplied anything.
18. No comment.

IN WHAT ARFAS WOUID Y)U-LIKE TO RECEIVE '4ORE LNSERVICE TRAINING?

Allison Blemantary.School.

Bilingual Teachers' Comments
1. Making materials suitable for age level. Time to make these materials

during meeting. _

Z. More in cultural areas, more Spanish curriculum methodology.
3. Teaching Spanish reading, Spanish spelling, oral language, science,

and social studies.
4. Making games to use with reading, opportunity to make games at

inservice.
5. Making contracts.
6. Making materials for classrdeci use.
7. Teaching Bicultural Guide.
8. Learn how to use workbooks.with kits; instruction of lower levels.

Team Teachers' Gommens
9. Cultural awareness--Black and Chicano.

10. tamed teachers with students. Visiting Zavala earlier in semester.
,Region XIII- -bring materials (early in year) to mato games.

11.. Oral Language (ESL).
12. Teaching oral _English and Black and Mexican American culture.
13. Oral language development (English).
14. Speaking Spanish.
15. Spanish (conversational).

Monolingual Teachers' Comments
16. Art and reading ideas.
17. Individualizing. ' Ak

18, Individualiiatinn, culture awareness.
19. Awareness of cultural differences involving 3 cultures.

1'
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20. 'Bicultural areas. ,

.
.,

.
21. Haw to work with different ethnic grOupd academically as well as

socially.,
22. More oivreading groups, arc projects.

.

23. More on the interpersonalirelat-ionships between cultures.
' 24. Individualization is the classroom.
25.1 Individualized learning. -

,

.

26., How to present materials so that they will interest all.ehildren.
27. Learning to .speak Spanisb-rconversational.
Z8. Factual_ background on differences of cultures, how to "handle" other
. cultures-reading matter, tr .,

29. Behavior modification,classroom management;and organization.
IGE, learning-centersi new ideas. from other teachers. ,

. 30. Classroom organization, learning centers, teacher-tadd materials,
reading instruction.

I 4
31. Cannot, think of any.
32. Demonstrations*of working with ethnic groups.

Govalle Elementary School

Singual,Teachers' Copments
1. Beginning reading in Spanish.. Cultural danes.

,2. Teaching strategies for Spanish in areas of instruction.
3. Teaching reading, multi-ethnic social studies methodology,

individualizing instruction.
4'. More training and knowledge of objectives and go-ill of project;

methods for teaching, diagnosing, and prescribing in Spanish;

4'

individualizing instruction workshops.
5. Culture, social studies, science andSpanish.
6. Social studies units (method's, mostly). Oral language programs.
7. Thinks the' field still very experimental; so'does not want

so-called "expe:.ts% Insteadowould like inservice sessions to view
new materials and aethods (make survey).

8. Bilingual/Sicultural.
9. In teaching techniques for younger children.

1 Team Teachers' :gmments
10. Briefing 7.-J1 materials available, having time to make materials.

quidelines.
11. In making teacher-male taterials.
12. 'More workshop lays to make materials.
13. Inservice from.people that already have bilingual programs set up and

working like in California.

Monolingual Teacher,' Comments
14. Behavior Modification and learning centers.
15. More training for teachers in the bilingual program on e childhood

language acquisition.
16. Mdre emphasis on kindergarten workshops.
17. Ait.
18. .More concrete things about Mexican American culture.
19. Art (not'redily intereitei).

Brush -up course in Spanish';-cultural aspect.
21. Lariguage arts, math, art, social studies.

F-32
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22. Multicultural awareness.
23. No commint. 4

24.* More art inservices, more bicultural activities.
25. Knowing more about the Bilingual/Bicultural Project.
2,6, Dilingual/Bicultural.Project.
27. Cultural background of the children and individual study programs.
28. How to deal with ,a minority Child-discipline problems, learning

mi;-probletheir outlook on lite. .

29. Art, math.
30. -IGE, behavioimodification.-
31.i No comment.
32. No comment.
33'. In any areas.
34. Subject areas -- language, arts, matt
35. In depth Spanish course during summer so teacher couldkcome back to

classroom and put it to use.

Metz Elementary School

. )

BilingualTeachers' Comments
1. 11-200 kit.

2. Making games.
3. In reading (help and ideas.an haw to teach ading).' More creative

instruction.
4. Teaching oral language developmept in Spanish.\
5. Different ways to attack reading problems.
6. All inservice has not helped. .

Team Teachers! Comments
raJne:lich _English as a second language.

8. More culture/1

Monolingual Teachers' Comments -

9. More cultural awareness of the Mexican American culture.
10. Spanish vocabulary.
11. Differences between the cultures about our students' parents' goals far

their children. (Most Anglo teachers have different goals for their
students than the students' patents do.)

12. Everything.
13. Reading.
14. No comment.
15. Would like one,summer without it.
16. The whole thing. I feel we do not have enough information about the

.) project. I have a question about the curriculum writer's role.
.

Maybe She is spread out so !lain she wanot work closer with us.
17. Information on culture.
18. Setting up centers; sources for materials (media and where to get them).
19. Spanish clout:se; cultural awareness.
20. Np comment.'

' 21. Anything. Missed summer workshop.' Cultural background activities,
haw to use them.

22. Would liketo know the slang terms the Mexican American children use;
would like to learn more Spanish vocabulary rather than just pranun-

_

e

ciation as provided this past summer.
23. A social studies workshop that would help teach the two cultureg.
24. Reading and writing, using LEIR, utilizing aides.

3.98
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*.Palm EleMantary1S.chool .
.

1

r

Bilingual Teachers' Comments
1.' Making -material's.

/
2. In individualized instruction, especiatIY,in reading.
3. Teaching reading in Spanish.
4. ,Spanish. language.
5. Forget inseryice training and get more materials,

.uals, getteachersmore time. Training for aide
after initial training.

6. Spanish reading and haw to develop oral language,
materials. '

.

Team Teachers' Comments
7. Do not want more inservices.
8,. Although the teacher teaches mostly in English (not officially

Bilingual), she would like to have workshops on instruction in-
.

."Spanish language and culture.
9. Inservice in making materials and better use of facilities that they,

already have.
10. Learning disabilities; motivatiOn techniques.

,

'11. English as a second language; more workshops like the 9ne with
materials and language Master (only latter needed time to make
materials).

adapt them for indivi-
can be at minimum

plus, how to build

Monolin 1 Teachers' Comments
12..-Tse f bicultural materials for 1st graders.
13.. I would like to be trained in self-contained-classrooms with small

abilitp grouping in lubject areas.
14. LEIR, on Mexican Ame/ican culture.
.15. No comment.
16. Dealing with reading problems; also, math, social studies, art.
17. Bicultural, language, LEIR, learning disabilities, diagnosing

reading.problems.
. 18, No comment.'

DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COKIL:TS ABOUT TEE BILINGUAL/BrCULTURAL PROJECT WHICH YOU
WOULD LIKE'TO MAKE?

Allison Elementary SCheol

Bilingual Teachers' Comments
1. Austin bilingual teachers who had already been on the program were not

`consulted. New people on administrative level did not have knowledge
of what had already been done in Austin. Program should have been
explained to teachers before implementatIon. Materials should have'
been ready when school started.

Lack of inservice training for new teachets and also Oackof orientiitiOO.
Teachers already in program were not consulted. AdAinistrative staff,
not familiar with Austin's accomplishments'in Bilingual Education,

.

Teachers who had already been teaching Bilingual Education' could
have been used as resource teachers.

3. Disappointed in lack of sincerity on administrators part to help
Chicano child. Big emphasis on Mexican culture instead of Chicano
(Southwestern) culture.

4. No.
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.5. Sodeone who really' knows how to give help is'needed.
6. Would like moreSpanish reading inservice.
.7. Need to bring in Black culture;

§r-Not gettinumits from curriculum writer; sotyarn and not sticks for
°jets; got mold and no plaster (overall ordering); feels she's
improving. Glad that _finally some instruction from point of view

4 *other than Anglo.
.

Team Teachers' Cbcoments
9. Communication of goals and materials is non -existent; o not have

- catalogs, '10 not know what to order; program pitifull organized.-
. 10.. More parents involved. Fewer children in_the classy oavtno more

than 18.
11. Curriculium writer needs to work clOser, materials never come in.
12. No commentscan pee more mterest by bilingual child in classroom,
13. 4a. 4 %

.- 14. Think idea of. the project is very good. Would,like to see Spanish
carried through 5th grade instead of dropped at,third. Need more
stress on Blackcillture. Would like time to visit homes (one hour
twice a weekr. Need for greater availability of curriculum writer
ordering information - -need materials catalogue.
Project is good idea --do not think we get enough input. The project'
people beat around 'the bu;h. Still do not know if we are supposoed
to teach regular social.studies along with Spanish. I like
social studiesthink kids get a -ot out of it.

. Monolingual Teachers' Comments
,16. No: .

17. It is good, needs a lot of coordination, more materials- -not
organizing

18. Should have been more organization, materials, guidance and inservice
before the program was brought into the schools.

19. Same.as biggest disappointmdnt above:
20. No
21. Would like to see it advance, feel feedback from teachers is most

important to know what is needed. Other cultures besides Mexidan
American. should be-brought in.

22. It has helped some, especially bicultural awareness, but would like
to have aides for bicultural as well as bilingual.

23. Need to 6ow more about it.
24. No.

25. 'More epiphasis on help from bilingual teachers. They should share
their knowledge and perhaps even teach someiclayea so that bicultural
teachers could learh from them.

F 26. Do not.knaw respohsibilities as far as project is concerned;
27. Classroom Observers have been nice and have not disturbed. 14auld

like to knoW more about when they 9re coming.
28. Not enough notice for inservice. Also, have 27-28 children in class.
29, No,

30. No.
31.- Do not expect much from program at 5th grade level during 1st year.

After.4-5 years of being in program, should have an'effect.
32.- Brings forth better relations between students, teachers, and

administrators. Classroom Observers have nodistracted from
classroom.



Ilk .
,Govalle'Elementary School

81.1ifigual Teachers' Comments
1.'4Have not'seen supervisors- -only observers. Check Pith teachers

:before ordering materials, have stored theakaway:
2. Havenotbien supervised,' little communication with administrators of

programt curriculum writer has been ineffective; materials 'specialist
ineffective and unavailable.. Materials haphaprdly ordered and
duplicated, no needs- analysis made of*taterials (e.g., have 2 reon.1 .

players and 2 listening centers). Requisitions often ignored,
Evaluat6 has been very evesive'AMU oftentimes not honest with

.teachers when confronted. Mrs. Mendez hes not done anything to 1141P
teachers this year. No feedback ad far" as observations. Very
angry 9n not heing'allawed to go at San:Antonio (zoo) field trip --
has gone previously with class., Questions haw money has been
spent (materials money). Wonder why people are hrdught trtomoutside
,the area when people from here ateoualified and,available'f9r
supervisors, dkrectot, materials specialist, etc. Propose/ torenext
year--last year had some input,.but thiS year none for 1974-75.. °

Very unfair in. how Mrs. Galindo is treated; she has been the only
one planning inservices and trying to help a little bitt-teachers
still do no understand herro/e,' ,

3. Project has not lived up toits'desigh., Would like' to have had
. teacher input into neW proposal. , 4

4. More project staff needed in classroom, More communication between
teachers and project people. More input from teachers needed.
See position of materials specialist changed--a different role than
just a delivery person. Should be someone that expoees_you to
different materials ehat are available rather than .just providing.

5. No,

6. Let teachers know fir in advance for inservice training (in summer
or any other time)..

7. Think project should continue - -has merit. Notsnecessary for the

(I-
project to go into the specific subject.matters in Spanish.
Instead, stick to general oral languagedevelopment in Spanish and
emphasize communication skills in both la ges. Kids do not -
need science in Spanish; no use for thesenfleurims in Spanish.

8. No.

-9. Summer training in ingual/Biculttiral Project needed.

Team Teachers' Comments
10.. More organization and definite responsibilities designated to the

higher-ups so that we the teachers know whom to* goto for informati9n.
Everyone Fs going around in circles andtnobody knows anything.

11. .No.

12. No,

13. Same as biggest disappointments, above question.

Monolingual Teiche'rs' Comments
14. Would like to know tore about what is going on.
15. '496

Just et it together to make it better.
17. No. :
18. Has nothing on 'ultur. Regular'classropm-teaehers have received no

materials. .

a
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19.. Sludents Tome in from first grade without Mallsn not given
. .0 foundational. work; ;neia to get t;asic Akills first. Students in

/ 6

bilingual program not getqg basic skillsl'teachees againtt '...
% - BrOwn 66 Black Power; he more citizenship. , .

.

20. n&
.

, IA'

' 4: Hof,e they have it-going bitter, updated' and followed through; .

continuous more help and Materials, resource people.' Exclude
. .

. Black kids, pick out Mexicat.Americans. One period a week in
. - bicultural olaStroces to be-taugl6t by resource peOple.

..,
22 No. : , ,

,
.

A

1

23. Seems that.ths-program is tot what it is 'Supposed to be. 1 One stndent
wit trappferred in from a school with the Bilingual /Bicultural.
Prograt and he was badly behind although now is'catchihg,up --the

.
. ,problem areas were reading and, math.

24. No. .

25. More advanced noticeof,Bilitigual/Bicultural inservice: :

26. Understanding f the-program is needed and materia1s concerrpg the,
prdgram. . .

.

,

27. Observers in the program rate the amount ofBilingual/Bicultural
material 'In-the- room and I am not in theBiIingual/BiCultural

;

program so Ishould-not be criticized.
.

28. If teachers are.expected to teach the Bilingual/Bicultural method,'
I expect the Project to teach teachers. Also, materials,and a

.

, bilingual aide are needed even fOr English clasirooms.-
t 1

29. No ..

30. No. ..

31. No. ' -
;

32. FieUrtrips for Bilingual/Bicultural rooms make monolingual cla-ssei.fee/
left outp-excluded.' . .

.

33., No.' \
. 34. Do not know what is expected of me. .4'

35. Workshop iv summer was not helpful because I had already made my
.

mrieffori Unfair to Children in monolingual classes because
they do not haVe student teacher, Aide, or extra materials that

.

-.bilingual classes.do. Field trip'should have.included all classes

IP not just bilingual classes.

, .----
Metz Ellementay Sch.

,!---

. v
Bilingual,Teachers' Commentntt ; . *

,1. 'CurriculumWriter,is fantastic, planning trips, science, materials.
'2, It is "a-wonderful program. Having only Spanish first for gon -

English Speaking children'hal-prs-them learn'English quicket.
3. Project needs 'FM.. to work out. ,.

4. Need more Mexican American ratherithati Puerto Rican materials. Need-
"d.owhlto -earth" materials about themselves (the children). Want to
see e Project improved and continued..

. .

5. AII.as cts of the project are not organized. Very little help has'been
given oward biculturaleducation. TeaChcks ended up writing their

. own units,and seeking their own materials. I feel' that there is

. haphazard spending as far as maters. It was suggested that
/ teacheis ask for things they want; however, it seeds that paperwork

. . , and channels keep these things out of the clas4sroom. I feel that
the aides are not sufficiently trained. Much more training' is .

held for Project Assist 1lan ta-Bilingual/Bicultural-Project..
6. Hope. it gets better organized; staff and all teachers need to work closer

together, Bilingual. and Bicultural divides teachers. Need to provide

. ..
already-mAde ciids for Language Master. OUrriculum wrgbr is a Tot of
help in.getting materials. -' '4: .2 .

. ,

1
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; ......

. :. . ; . , , ., 1 '.* . . g ) . 4 f.
TesmiTitclh!rs' Cowents _,

..... i , .. 4. , .. 1

t- OCgreat benefit o Sp sh-dominant students. Atdes are worthwhile. i .

7.-MonOlingnar.teacher.nezA to .'ire part of the project. 'The project is :

7

' =-Materialsare deeded for the mpnolingual-side the bilingual
.

program ('language arts, eto.)1,
8. There is jealousy over who gets miterialis, nOlgUidance, Miamanagement

-

. .

ofprtigraml distrustlmondlingual teachers excluded. No organizitti6nl't **

no help given, problems not. understood." Should not stick monolingual

. . Spanish Atuaents'with. monolingual English,tedChg. Eiloultuval . .- e
teaihers.viere told they were ,going to San Antonio andlthen -told th6".

'could not.:-got very resentful: ' PlacOgrent Of childrgn An program .

totally random without planning. Rave 1.1p's and speed students, some
students transferred in who cannot handle 2 languages, Anglos are put 4,....

- /in bilingual room and non7English-speakers in monol:ingy#3. ioam.,.. ,' 4
Parent do ftot'know about program, concerned about.studenti!.prOgresp.

-..in-Spanish-leill hot complain to principal.. lineal-program is
set' up Only for children that can handle i*rimination .. ,

Aderatadd
,

c-

e,

against those who have problems._ Haves

.4

...-'.C4i0nOlingliall'efictietat.commenfs
9., No:

English:,r
1.4.

_ _ 4- ,
. ..

7. s
,

.-
10e -.have not used Guide as much as 1 could have because it arrived so.
- _late. We bave.had-it a _month ana a hall--no tie,noti.

. 11,'No., '

.;;

-:1=5.7

,

'

. 4

'12. No. . . , , ,-

-13. 'More. feedback to all tearhers is neiaed:' Be more selectiVe about
.4i- children.
14. No. . ':

p. Peathat children learn betsper5If'not taught in both languages,
.Spanish as second language-snart-in higher: grade.

. :
.

16.. Project has limitedlkuidelines,..and maybe the idea, of. having too many
projects in the same school makes it dUfieult to squeeze-ail thb 1.

instruction and planning in. ,

, .

17. Same as biggest aisappointmanl, alcove question.
. a. 5/ :

18.4tgrai-has crippled reading progr4='-children are not reading at

do not receIvelAnY Spanish instruc on.,, Chilien do change classes

Ar levels--mostreading 1st levels. e0.Idren in this class

. .

. .5

' but do not, go to bilingual room. '

19. °Reading levels of kids involved,
20. No.

21. Not upset by faults because have been n bilingual schools before in
Philadelphia and-the:bilingual progra 'will inprove;,;hoping fOt

-.rapport between bilingual and bicultural teachers,-lpig overdue:.
Z2.. Teachers feel that kids in the program are getting fax behind in

reading (in both languages). :Need'sertouf(evaldadion to4See if kids
are getting ahead or behind. All kidsl'hould be involVed,notlust
the same small group every yearAide works -may with Spanish

"teachers; English teachers, therefore, have no aide having the
.same number of reading groups. Also (since they are -given to
Spanish teachers'Only) do clerical work as well as work with kids.
Materials arrive too late;inadeinate planning. ,Teachers should be

of,things earlier.
411/3. Some Maxican American teachers are diaitisfie'd?ziierthe program and

dailtrt want tb.tiCh ite Somebody to find outvigby add do
something about it. C

,a

*
24. tEave teacnr and` aide get together befOre,schOol starts; get. into

routine, Program good idea,'snags, bnt.raw program..

9 +

Ali
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Bilingual TeacheW Cbtlients
,

4,

* 2. Need moreitriining.seiions for all teachers in Bilingual/Bicatural
plogram prior to their ping intd the program. ShOUld involve .

teaching teChniques and the usf of bilingual,materials. Workshops-
' .need to be geared to gidde.levIr. Further,. they should -begeared

tormnnolinguaIendbilingnal tea hers separately. Materials are
. . .1

,..6tdered,and then lacking, for a long time. Teacher could, take a
check for thdTabount and,go'buir the stuff at Wboko, etc;,. many times
faster. ,

.

.. ' ..

3. 'No. .

'.. .

4:-. No. - '' ,
.

. .
.

5. Too much observation, sOme.dpruptiorr, aid teacher wants tq be cilagrved
*-peoplt with classroom experience. Excess observation, information

.i. can be gathered. more efficiently.' No Language Easters received yet..
. . A teacherfinally'purchasedthe blank cards herserf,:, . ,

6. Hopefully, taterials.for.the 5th grade level will be,bttter organized.

_.6 .

' Team Teachers' Comments
7. Mo: , .

8. No.
.9.. Keep the cultural aspect of project,

dominant children. .English dominant
not loiced to, read in Spanish. -

lb. NOt being sure whether you are going

11. Hope that program in future does notigeave out science. Social stqgies
program does notseem to correlate with "rest of district's. Emphasis
should be on bilingual, but not completely.drop what rest-of kids are
doing., Child' who is familiar with and has knowledge of English
language shcield not be put in a bilingual. class in order,to make
room for those who,do need the bilingual class.

great disappointment.

but use only Spanish for the
should be taught in Eftglish and

to have4an aide or not is a

Monolingual Teacber.sr-Comments
12. Feel that bilingual aides would'benefit from instructional training.
/3. No.

. 14. No. -

15. The 'Children haVe been very fortunate to work in the Bilingnal/Bic4tural
Project and'1 wish my children last year could have been involved in

' .this program.
,

0 16: Would like to see a bilingual aide included in monolingual clavims
. (where-teachers cannot-speak Spanish) in a predominately Spanish-
speaking school. laservice should be in the'mornings, not in the
evenings when teachers are so tired.

17. Would like to know when observers are coming (generally)--sometimes
.

inaonvenj.ent4

: - ..

1
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Appendix G.

INSTRUMENT REPORT'

TEACHER.QUESTIONRAIRE

T

4

-41

Date/Periodof Administration:

Population:

..gdministered by:

r) Data Collected -by:

a

a

A.

Ie

October, 1973
March, 1974 --

A11, Project Teachers

S

Office of Evaluation Staff

Office of Evaluation Staff..

`,

44 .

4-1205
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DESCRIPTION OF TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE-

Number of administrations.of the instrument

- At telichers tt. descretion

a,

-

Prodbiems withlthe measure or with the adhinigtration which might
affect the validity of the measure

Long:-questionnaire, return rate below 100%
4

Training of the administrators

None

.
ao

Brief description of the-instrument

General items about educaiiop and specific items about special projects
inclnd-ingthe ESAK-Bilingual/BicUltural Project

'p
RatAale for the instrument

4

Tol..eliCit teacher reactions

Developer of the fftstrument

Staff in the Office of- Evaluation

Development of the iiastrument
P, 47

All interested persons submitted items

Stantrdization of the instrument

N6A4'

- 4
Relidbility.and validity of the instrument

No data, available r

G-2
.

.
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ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES TO THE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

A general-questionhaire was administered to all teachers in schools with
Special ptiffects, including ESAA Bilingual/BicUltural Project, schools, dur-,
ing October' and again, during March to complement the evaluation/of these
projects. Teachers in ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project schools responded,
to itemp developed from the areas of interest to the project.- Tbeseareas-
were'bilingual education,., the Bilingual/BiculturalTroject, and,teadhersides.
Thegeneral findings were 'that teachers' awareness of and kaatledge of state-
meets'relevant to bilingal education iemained Unchanged throitghout the4Pre--
jedt. year, bilingual and tea* teachers` attitudes toward the Project tomained
slightly negative throughout the year while monolingual teachers' attitudes
idward'the Project moved from neutral to negative, and bilingual and teas
teadhetir felt less that their aides were essentiat to individealized instruc-
tion at the'endiof the year than they had at the beginning.

Evaluation Questions .

1. 'Did the teachers' opinions oaf, awareness off, and knowledge of factor]
relevant to bilingual education change as a result of Project activites?

2. Did 'the opiniOns of teachers toward the Project change'during"thT Project
year?

3. Did the feelings Of teachers toward their bilingual aides change during
the Project year?

4

Procedure
.

A*questionnaire was administered to all Project teachers in the f0,1 and again
in the spring of the 73-74 school year. Questionnaires were distributed to the .

teachers and collected'a week later.

Questionnaire Forms'

The fkli'and the, spring questionnaires were somewhat different; however, all
questions relating to the Project were identical on'each. Teachers proWided
ieformation about themselves and their classroaa,thea proceeded to respond
to only those items relating to the projects wff.th. which they were involved.

Ten items -Werestatements,about bilingual education, three about the ESAA
Bilingnaligeultural Project, and thirteen about teacher"aiaes. All items
required a statement of'the teacher's agreement or disagreement with it on

.

a five point scalelrem 1=completely disagree to 5=completely

Results

Table .1 shows the mean response, by teachers to each item relating to bilingual,
education on the gel and spring questiOnnaires.;.qilingubl'teachers" includes

207 -
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Scala,

Table 1

=dm= TO 1T ABOUT annicam. ExiC.ATION

tely disagree I...2...3...4...5 letely agree

3

. ..,.

ITEM
FALL

Bil.
MX

Monol. -1011.

,

3.52

.4

SPRING
-

3.89 --3.15.'

-

MEAN
Monol.

.

,

'

CHANGE
Bil.

=0:08 ,

`. LL' 1k

7.

-1Monol

\

-0.37 .
.

-
-

+1. Inglisb-diminant and Spinimb-
dominant students will benefit
from tbe cultepal and Spanish
-instruction Of the Bilingual/
,Bicul tural Project. .

-

3.9:

-2. Tbe understanding of the.cul-

-- tars of a second language is
mot maceairily a require-
sent for fluency in that
imNpuce. i

2.69 .

.

.

3.07 2.89
,

.

3.15 .

.

. -

.

40.20-
4

".

l.

,-

40.08

43. ibrd attack skills usually
develop faster for a iPsaker

= of &second language Osa do
comprehension skills.

3.33 3.33 3.19.

.

3.23
-.

Iv

-0.14. -0.10

-4. Aisecadd language can be
learned eff1r.10fitty by

tranaliting first language
words and sentences. '

. %

.

4.09 :1:72 3.68 3.60

-

-0.41 -0.12

45. Learners of a second lark-
snag* /earn at varying rates.

.
-

4.41 4.29

.

,

4.30

,

4.50

. _

-

-0.11- +0.21

-6. Bilingual education con- .

fuses young students be-
cause of the interference
between the languages.

. .

3.53 3.41

.

3.78 3.30

..,

40.25 -0.11

+7. Oral language development
1 a second language should
bet a pert of all'subject
.areas.

.

3.36
t

3.28

4
3.47 3.28 40.11 0.00

-8. Since English is the Ian-.
guess necessary-for grad-
station from high school,

77

students vho speak Spanish
should receive all thiir
instruction in English.

4.18

CI

3.62

.

4.16 3.52 -0.02 -

.

. -

-0.10

.

49. A tborougb awareness by
'students of all those cal..
tures contributing to a
community should be a
major goal of a schOol

-.district., ,

0.4. 6*

.

4.03

N

4.30 4.03 -0.23 0.00

...

.

10. leading and discussions
, can be as effective as

first-hand experiences
in becoming acquainted ,

with a nature.

3.47.

.

03
*

3,30 '3.15

'

.

, -0.17 40.12

.

. .

r/4tl I -,
.

. 1
. '

i.-_./'
.

.

-3.72 '3.53 3. 9
.

3.49 __ -0.03
.

-0.04

i

(64

Ail. bilingual and 'lanolin

Hanoi., monolingual teachers
+ positively stated Item
- negatively stated item, 'scale bas

reverse4 imprelting mean response

G-4
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both bilingual teachers and their monolingual team teachers% "Monolingual
teachers" are teachers of monolingual classrooms. The overall mean for
these*ten items was 3.72 in the fall and 3.69 in the - spring for bilingual

teachers, a change of merely three hundreths of a poiht. The overall mean.
for monolingual teachers was 3.53 in the fall sand 5.49 do the spring, a
change of.just four hundreths of a point. There werf no individual items
for either bilingual or monolingual teachers on which the change was signi-
ficant beydnd the .05 level of confidence.

Table 2 shows the mean response by teachers to the three items relating to
the ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project. For bilingual teachers the fall
mean for all three items was 2.61 and the spring mean was 2.66, a change
of only five hundred./ of a'point. None'of the individual items changed
significantly for bilingual teachers. fiOnolingual teachers however, gave-
a mean response in the fall of 2.91 (higher than the bilingual teacher's)
and 2.09 in the spring (lower than the bilidgual teachers). This change

".was significant beyond the .05 level of confidence. Each of the Changes
for. the three items was also significant.

Table 3 shows the mean response by teachers to the thirteen items relatihg
toteacher aides. The overall responses by bilingual teachers did not .

change stgnifichatly; however, one itemiwas answered significantly dif-
ferent by bilingual teachers. This item was whether the students would
receive less-- individualized instruction if the aide were taken out of the
clsesroom. The teachers agreed less strongly in the spring that if the
aide were removed individualized instruction would diminish.

Conclusions

, .

The higher the mean responst to each item the closer the attitudes and.
knowledge of the teachers dlEe to being what-has been defined as "positive"

-toward bilingual education, toward the ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural Project,
and toward the bilingual aide.

In their knowledge of and attitudes toward bilingual educationithere was
'no siinificant difference between either the bilingual teachers and the
_monolingual teachers or between their responses in the fall and spring.
The overall level of agreement with the items was.abaut 3.41mbich indi-
da4es a.slightly positive standing in attitudes toward and knowledge of
bilingual education. As ad entry level, 3.6 is acceiotable. _As the level
for near the end of,the first year of this bilingual program, 3.6 repre-
sigte a staff which has made no perceptible progress in becoming more
informed about bilingual education. This should be a major concern for
staff training efforts -1 74-75.

The response level of 2.6 to the items relatedito the Project represents
a feeling on the part of! bilingual teachers which was negative when the
program began and remained negative' throughout the year. ;he monolingual
teAchers actually began the year with neutral feelings toward the project
Mit ended the year with negative feelings.

These,nigative feelings toward the Project must be futther defined by the

.2085
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Table 2

RESPONSES TO ITEMS ABOUT THE ESAA BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT

Scale: completel 'disagree 1...2. 3 ...5 completely agree
.

,.....,s.
ITEM

FALL
Bil

_
3.03

MEAN
Hanoi

...../----

3.47

SPRING
Bil.

1

3.00

MEAN
Monol.

,

2.48

CHANGE
Vil,

\

-0.03
,.

Monor

-0.99*-

;

Lla I understand what ,Zhe ESAA

BilinguaI/Bicultural is all
about.

, .

(2. The people in the ESAA Bi- .

lingual /Bicultural Project

have een of assistance to
me in implementing the pro-
:Am in classroom.

2.42 2.74 2.46

,

:1.85 .

.

+0.04

.

,
.

-0.89*

.

,. ,
Q. The materials provided for

the ESAA Bilingual/Bicultu-
ril Project have been ade-

- quate to meet the needs of
implementing the program,

2.39

t

,

2.53

2.91
.

2:51

2.66

.

I

.

1.95

//-

2.09

,

+0.12

4
.0116

+0.05

-0.58*

-0.82*All Items

- .

.2.61

0
/

9

* significant beyond .05

Bil. = bilingual and monolingual team teachers
Mono'. = monolingual teachers

o t.

I.
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RISPOIISIS T4 rams ABOUT itIE 'BILLICUAL HIDE

1...2 . 3 ..4.. 5 com letal a re*.......

.

ITU ,

FALL MEAN
Nil. J

SPRING MUNI
ail, '1

CHANGE
Ail.

.

14. It4 aida(s) in sy classroom carts

about the students and their loam-
Lag progress.

4:12
.

,

3.79

I.. The side(s) in ley classmos enjoys
working with me.

.
.

,

4.15

-

A

'

1-

*E.

3.76 ' ' -0.39

.

16. The aids(s) in my classroom is,

knowledgeable about the read-
ing curriculua used in our*
schools.

2.78

.

.

N
. 2.88

.

40.10

17. The aids(s) in ay classroom''
bas been well trained for his/
her job.

' 3.09
-

2.58 s -0.51

18. The aids(*) in sy classroom

assists me effectively in the
diagnosis of student reading
_problems.

2.56 2.65 40.09

19. The student' in sy classroom
respond positively to the
aide(s).

,.-

,4.06 3.63 -0.43

.

20. lithen-the aide(s) in my classroom

works alone helping students, 1
feel sure he/she is doing a good
job.

4.03

.-

.

3.78
.

.

-

-0.25
.

_

11. If the aide(s) was taken out of
my classroom, the studentb would
learn less.

3%67
-

3.42

1.

.

-0.25

22. If the aide(s) was taken out of ay,
, classroom, the students would

receive less individual instruc---
tion and attention.

,

' 4.33 3.75 -0.58*

.

23. The.side(s) in my classroom
.hair helped improve the reading
skills of my students.

3.44 '

-

3.74 40.30

24. The aidb(i) in uy classroom bas
increased sy efficiency in rale- .

tire to planninA.
3.39 3.44 40.05

25. The side(*) in my classroom has
increased communications with
parents. .

2.09 2.22

-

+0.13

26. The aide(s) in my classroom has
helped improve'the students'
self-image. .

3.42
.

. 3.34
.

_

.

-

-0.08

All items 3.47 3.22

4

-0.25

Algrfficant beyond .05



specific items as beidg negative feelings about the assistance teachers
received from the Project staff and the inadequacy of materials provided.

In regards to the aides, the ovetall response was - slightly positive. HOW
everl'two items point out at least one area of neecnfor aide training.-
Teachers felt that their aides, generally were not kriOwledgeable about the
reading curriculum nor able to assist them effectively in the diagnosis
of student reading problems. _

I

c.

21:2
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6pendix H.

INSTRUMENT REPORT

PARENT INTERVIEW FORM

4

ATTITUDES TOWARD.AND KNOWLEDGE OF STUDENT LEARNING
GOALS AND ACTIVITIES OF PARENTS OF STUDENTS

PARTICIPATING IN THE ESAA BILINGUAL /BICULTURAL PROJECT

t

Date/PeHod f AaministratiOn:

Population:

A4ministered by:

Data Collected by

A

Parents of Students in Project Classes

Office of Evaluation Staff,

Officg of Evaluation Staff

H-1 213
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DESCRIPTION OF PARENT INTERVIEW FORM"

Neither of,administration of the instrument

iocition of administration

the homes of the parents

Problems with the measure or with the administration which might
affect the validity of the measure

I/Administered by Community Representatives to just those parents,
available during administration dates.

Training of the administrators.
ti

Hour,training session including role playing

- ffiiif dei'dription of the instrument

.1

The interview form was divided into three parts-fifteen items related to
the stated input objective,"four items related to.bilingual education and
the ESAA BilingUal/BiCultural Project, three items, of interest to the

, project staff but inappropriate as factors in measuring the stated input
objective.

.

Rationale for the instrument

To determine the attitudes of parents of students in ..project classroops
toward their children's learning goals and the extent of their knowledge
of classroom activities as related to educatiOn iti general and the Bilingual/
Bicultural Project5jn paiticular.

Developer of the instrument

V Stiff of the Offic'eOfrEvaluation'

Development of the instrument

V

Items telating to both the input objective and the Project were colleCted
from Project program staff, Community Representatives, and evaluation staff.
These items were reviewed, revised, and formalized into the final/ interview
form. .

Standardization bf.the instrument,
-,-

Procedure for administration of Intervieg4 Form,was standardized; no horn's
wereveloped.

.
. .

Reliability and validity of the instrument

No information available.'
.214
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ATTITUDES TOWARD AND **LEDGE OF STUDENT LEARNING
GOALS AND ACTIVITIES OF ?Amin 6F STUDENTS

PARTICIPATING ill THE ESAA BILINGUAL /BICULTURAL PROJECT.

6

Ascajor companbut of the 73-74 ESA4 Bilingdal/Bicultyral Project
in the Austin Independent School District yes Parental Involvement.
InterVidOs of's random sample of parents from Project Schooll're-
vealed a high degree of ctnfidence in the educational'syatemi
general. knowledge of the Bilid'gual/Bicultural Project, and a feel-.
ini by 40Z of the parents that there'is too little b educe-,
Opp. in Austin-schools.,

Evaluation Questions

'Two majotevaluAtOn questions are addressed by this report:

1. Do parents of studen4 participating in the,E84A Bilingual/
,Bicultural Project have posit, attitudes toward their
children's learning goals and knowledge of the'iearning..'
activities of their schools?

2. Do parents of students participatihg in the ESAA'Bilingual/
Bicultural Project have knowledge of the activities of the
Project and positive attitudes toward.the Project and
bilingUal education?

Evaluation Criteria

\ .

The first evaluation question relates directly to a major input ob-
jective of the Project. 'As such, the criterion for meeting the ob-
jective has been formally stated as follows. Parents interviewed-
are expected to give positive responses to 80% of the items relating
to he support of students' learning goals. A positive response.'
has been defined for each item according to the respond choices
available.

The second evaluation question does not relate directiyto a Project
objective; -therefore, there is no stated criterion against which to
compare parents' responses:

Interview Form

The Project program afsff,- evaluation staff, and CommunityEepresenta-
tives assembled iteius relating to both the inpott objeCtive and thd
Project. These items irete't4en reviewed, revised, ind:farmallzed into'
a final interview form. Therform.was printed in both Spanish and

providing space for recording the mother's -euld:the father's
responses.separately.

. 6

There wire-tour parts on-the final:intervie4 form. (See Attechment I)
The first port called far.ienefal information abaht P.T.A. membership,
nuMbei of children in school, the school represented by the parent, etc.

11-3
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The second part fifteen questions related to othe stated input
objective. The t irdd part was-four questions related to bilingual
edwation and the ESAA BilingUal/Bicultural Project. The fourth
part consisted of three itema,of nterest to the project staff-
but inappropriate as factors in measuring the stated input objective.

Sampling

A table of random numbers yesused to select a ten,percent sample tram
lists of all studenti at Project elementary'schools. In each Project'
secondary school, the table.of random numbers was .used to select ten ,

studehtli 'from the bilingual classes and ten 'students from the matched.
-Control classes. The Community Representatives then reviewed the,list
of names and eliminated students ;rho had withdrawn from school
who, had a sibling who was already on the The parents of students
oh the revised list fon-mach school campoied the sample.

InterView Procedure

The Community Representatives of tea Project elementary school cog-
ducted the interviews for that school and the secondary schoold into -

which it 'feeds. Community Representatives received training in
-conducting the interview, including some role-p) aying'activit*es.
Several procedures were-employed for arranging the interviews with_
the parents. Some pafents were telephoned for an appointment;
whereas, others were;risited in their home and other arrangements
.were made if 'the time Irs's inconvenient. All interviews were condUcted
in,the home, and many were conducted in the evenings to reduce con-.,
flict8with working parents.

Interviewing,begiaduring the last week in April and concluded the
last week of school in May.

=Results
. .

_

.21A) hundred forty-four elementary students were randomly' selected;
oiever, after, eliminating those withdrawn fiom school and those
whose patents could not be interviewed due to-conflict,s;---one
hundred orty-eight were acti:m1ly represented by at least o parent

%in in interview. A total of one hundred forty-seven mothers and
sev'enty-fathers'of elementary students were interviewed.- ,,

Eighty secondary students were sele cted and thirty-three, ot them were.
event ;01i.:represented by at least one parent in an interview.. A
total of thiry-one mothers and eleven fathera of secondary students
'were interviewed. I

; Table I is'a summary.'of the percentage of parents from all schools
who 'responded positively to,each of the fifteen items.related to the
Inpa objective. Further breakdowns of.thefre responses by schools and
by parent' are presehted in Attachment II.

.
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TARtEl-PERUltiAGE Old' PARENTS RESPONDING PObITIVELY1
TO, EACH IT* ON THE PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE-

Item Mother Father BotH
1. ''Would.,ycmlik6.for your children to.

ginish high school?
-

''-'22 95
.

93*

12. Doyou. think parents should visit their -

children's School lawn- Asked to come by --

- the principal, counselor, or a-teacher?- -ioit.,_
h .93°

3.. To you think parents should visit their:
...

childn's school ally when asked to. come 67
-

71
-

68
by the tirincipall'counselor, or wteacheil

4. Do you think parents shoald visit 'their
. chIldrenlb'sghbol-tor open house, meetings,

- end.fOr special programs? \.,

,

90
..

.

.,

90' i -joi?

5. How many 'times have. you visited School
-since September for meetings or programs?

.
i

76
,

68

6. How manytimes,have you visited School
_since September during school time to help
with activilies or field trips? ,.

-

'43 35

7.` "How:often:do you disciass your children's
school work with them? 1

5-
90 , 91- 90*

'Have you visited in your children's
Achool sore -or lesS oftenithis school ;1

. year thin last school year?'

,

32
)
29 28"-

-

9. Do you encourage'your_children to do
'their homework? /

%
96

.
100

.,

98*
.

10. Have youand your children arranged a
regular time for them to do their hiame-
work? .

.

_
.

l . Have you and your children arranged for
a quiet and comfortable place where they .-

can do their. homework?
. -

.

, - .80*

la. Do You discuss withother parents, the'
thigs happening et _School? , 55 51

13. Do you read. the notices And letters sent
to you by the ichool?

, #
85

.

85 85*

1l. Do:you aiscuss'your children s report cards'
with them? ' '

.
_

. .
84 . 90 = 86*

5. HAw much does it matter if your child is
- Absent from "school? . 4 .' - '

; , 4 .

94 . 97 '. 95!*
. .

A . Mean For Al i Itemi
,

------eP

76,
,

72
.

75

*-Above 80%.criterion-level,

1 "positively!' is defit4d for eachindividual item in At6chment,II.
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,Nine of fifteen iteras-Were'responded to pdsiti4elrby-atleast
eighty percent of the patents. Of the six'itens receiving Tess

_- than eighty per-cent positive responses,-four dealt directly With
school -visitation and participation by parentivinsChbol activipiviest..

.

The mean percentgge'of postive responses for ell items,vas seventy-five
' -peicent:. The e-mothers interviewed averaged_ seventy -six percent

positive responses, and -the fathers interviewed averaged seventy-tio percent-
posStive responses- Table II is a summary of theiepercentsges.

Overall, forty -eight percent of.-the-parents interviewed responded
positively to eighty percebt otmore.of the items related to the
inputobjebtive. *

Oirthe iteis'concerned with the Project and. bilingualsdueation in
'gengral, two' were objectiie. Seventy-four percent of 'the 'perepts-
interviewea said they -had heard of the Bilingbal/Bicultural Project..
When. asked if there were too much, too little, or enough bgingpal
education,in theAilstin Independent School District,,forty percent
responded "too little," twenty -nine percent responded "enough," and
eight percent responded "too much."

.The tWompen-ended questions asked parents what they knew about

. the BilingualiBicultUral,Project and how they felt about it. Coding
and categorizing these responses was too-time comsuminito be completed
for this report. 'Attachment. II includes responses to these four.itemi.

./t

The.first genre; iillAkest'items was also open -ended and has
not at this Ime Seen analyzed. '"this it asked parents 'what they.

would like for their children to do after. igh school. The other
two items were objective. Eighty-nine percent of the-parents in-
terviewed were either completely pr mostly satisfied with the ed-
ucation their ,children were Aceiving in school. Ninety-one percent
of' these parenti felt welcome. in their children's schools. (See_Attachment

, . .

Conclusions

''
.

-

The first evaluation question to be addressed was "Do parenti of
--students' participating in the ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural Project
_have positive attitudes,taward their chilipen's learning goals -

and knowledge of the learning-activities of their Schools?" The
stated.driterion for-.concluding .that they doves that parents in-
tervieweawoUld,respond positively to eighty percent of the items

* related to this question. The results shofthatseventi-fivi
. percent of the elicited responses were positive. Therefore, the

criteron was not met.

',A further analysis of the results indicates that the major area of
were tress in 'the parents' responses was in school visitation and
pErticipatidn in school activities. Other areas, investigated yielded
highly positive responses. The fathers' responses to the school
Visitation and psliticiiiation questions Were particularly low.
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TABLE. II
t

PERWTOE OF.PORITivE RESPONSES TO PARENT IliTERVIEWiS

4

SCHOOL
.

'

PARENT
-

NdMBER
OF

PARENTS

MAN PERCENTAGE;
OF POSITIVE
*FEspplisEs

s--
.75%
72%

74% -

PERCENTAGE OF
PA LENTS.

OVEGTIvE

50%
-24%'

4Q%

,

Allison,
(

Mother
Father,
Bot'h'

38

25

6J

Mother 38 81% -- 63%
Govalie N, Father 12 . 14% 33% ,

Both 50 . .. 79% 56%

Mother 39 83% 67% .

Metz Father 23 74% 43%
Both 62 .t.1- 80%

. -.

',58%

Mother 32 - 66%
.

44%
Palm . Father 1Q -,. 66% O% 6

Both 42 . 66% 1 432

- . ''

Totels- Mother 147
*

"77% , 5q% .,

Elementary Father 70 -72% _ . 14% s

Sch6ols Both 217 75% , 49%

, .

Allan t4e-x- 3 61% 20%

Jr. High Father
Both

,1

6,
67% -

62%
0%
17%

Martin ,
isother B 75% 50%.

Jr. High
. - -

Father
Both

4

12

73X

74%
50%
50%

, -

Austin Mother. 9 65% 11%

High Father , 4. 63% 0%
Both 13 64%

k
, 8%

Johnston Mother 9 84% - 78% .

High Father,
Both

2

11

93%
86%

. 100%
82%

Totals- . Mother 31 72% 5.- 42%
Secondary Fither 11 72% 36%
Schools Both . 42 72% k 41%

. ,.

. Totals- Mother 178 76%, : , 54%
All Father 81 72% 34X'
Schools . Both : 9 75% 48%

2
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.'The sec d evalitatiozi suestion was "Do parents of student's
, .

a the H:SAA i.lingual /Bicultural Project have knowledge of

_the-activ#ies of the Project and bilingual education?" Severity-four

percent oc,the,yarents-interviewed stated that they hadaneard'of the

Bi/ingual/Picultural Project. A very general review of eomments to
.open -ended questions supports the conclusion that the majority of par-

_ ents.are aware of the major aims and activities of.bilingual education.

This Aida can be%f use to_the Parental lnvoliement Coordinator in the

.74-75 ailingual/Bicultural Project for planning activities designed to
affect pak4tal attitudes and especially parental participation in sChOoI,
activities. :"

Pim-Mations of This Valuation-

Althioughthisevalnation follows the assessment procedures outlined in

the Project:e proposal,, there are several limitations which are reflected
in,the narrow scope of t s report's conclusions.

41. 'The in-home int ew dfsign adopted Air use yielded a amallir

",.number of complet interviews than would have been preferred.

-2. -There is no basel e data to which to compare tie results of
,

- this study. These data, however, may become baseline data for

the next year's project.
3. ,There is no data available from other district schools on which
..:to judge the relative positiveness of the attitudes of these .

-parents.
4. TO data reflect merely a level at the end of the first pro-

"ject year and can not be used to conclude any gain on the
pareof the parents as a result of Project activities.

IMP

4.

*.**
=

4 220
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ziaTaLainufr '11 FARKNT INTERVIEW .11.4(ms- ENGLISH/SPANISH

A

' PARENT INTERVIEW
ESAA BffINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT

AUSTIN' INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

.15

Parent's Haile (a):

DATE:

INTERVIEWER:

SCHOOL REPRESENTED:

4

How aunty children.do you have in the Austin Independent School Disitict?

School/Which children are in

-Number in each grade_

For this school only
..11EILIERE111111111filn 9 EE:11

MUM 11111 I in
-Axe you a ember of the PTA 'at School

4
Mother:

4ther:

1. Would pu like for your children to finish hl,gh schoOl?..

Mother: Yes No Undecided..

Yes No Undecided

f

2. Da you think parents should visit their children's, school when asked to come by tit

principal, counselor, ora teacher?

Mother: Yes No Undecided

Father: Yes . Na Undecided

3. Do you thinOparents should visit their children's school oat when asked to c
the principal, counselor, or a teachet?

1

Mother: Yes No Undecided

,

Either; Yes No Undecided ..
.-

1

,o

*4. Do you think parents should visit their children's school for Open house, meetings

end for special programs?

Mother: Yes No Undecided
.

,--
. _ .

.../

Father: Yes No UnItecided

H-9



-54 Mosirmany tine's have you visited School since
Septepbei for: meetings Or .programa?

Mother

Fattier

62 Hairmany.tilies have you visited School since
Septembei during school time to see classroom activities or to help with acti
vities or field trips?

N

Mother

. Father

7. Hor often do you discuss your children's school work with thee
,t

'Often Sometimes Seldom NeverMother:

Fatheri Often NeverSoftetises Seldom

Rave you visited-in your children's school more or less often this school year than
44 school; year?

Mother: Less Often More Often

Father: ,Less Often .same Acre Often

94 Doyou encoutage your children todo their homework?

Monier: Often amitimes Seldom Never

Father: Often Sometimes Seldom Never

101 Have .you and' your children arraAged a tegular time for them to do their homework?

Yes

'11. Have you and your children arranged
can do their homework?

Bo'

quiet and comfortable place where they

Yes =

12. Do you discuss with other parents the things happffing at School?

'Mother: Often iometimes . Selaam . Never

Father: . I Often > *Sometimes Seldom Never

13. Do you read. the notices and letters sent to you by the. school?

Mother:

Father:

Most of the Tim' Sometimes NeverAlways 4
Always Most of the Tim; Sometimes Never

-'

1
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Do you discuss your children's report cards with them?

Mother: Always Most of the Time Sometimes fe Never

v

Father: Always .Most of ihe Time SometiMes Nevei

`19. HoW such dogs it matter if your child is absent from school?

Mother; Very Much Not Very Much No Opiniori

Father: Very Mich Not Very Much No Opinion

16. Have you ever heard of the Bilingual/BiCultural Project?

Mother: Yes I Mb

Father": Yes k 110
.

17. What activities of the Bilingual/Bicultural Project do you know about?
1

:Mother:

Father: 0/

18. How do you,feel about the Bilingual/Bicultural Project?

Mother:

Father:

an

-J

223
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14. Bilingual' education neans letting children 'who speak mostly Spanish learn in Spanish
at school. Do you think there is too little, enough or too much bilingual education
ih tbe-"Austin Independent School District?

Mother:
.

Too Little. Enough Too Much Don't know
, . -----c

Father: Too Little Enough Too Much Don't Know

20. What would you like.for your children to do after high school?

I
Mother:

Father:

S

t

21. Are you satisfied-with the education your children are receiving in school?

Mother: Yes Mostly Satisfied Mostly Dissatisfied No Undecided \--L--
fathet: Yea Mostly Satisfied Mostly Dissatisfied No 'Undecided.,

22. Do you.feel welcome in your child's school?

Mother: Yes No Undecided

Father: Yes No Undecided

*I'!" t

'

4

224
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Entrevista de Padres
PROYECTO ESAA BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL

Districto Escolar de Austin

Fecha:-

Entrevistador:

. °

Escuela Representada:

Moire de Padre(s):

4Cuatitas nifio8 tiene usted ea 4'Districto Escolar de Austin?

leuefes spa los ninos que eaten ea la Rscuela ?,
(Noubre de escuela)

%siert° ea cad* grad* pare sole este esCuela.

LEs usted niembrip del P. T. A. pare la Eacuela

-Hadres

Padre:

1. Lie gustaril a usted que sus nifios terminen la esduela pecundaria

Madre: Si' No ipIndecisa

Padre: Si' No Indecise

2. LCree quegos padres deben visitar le-eacuelede suit ninos cuando to pide el
principal, el consejero o el maestro(a)?

Madre: Si' No Indecisa

Padre: Si' No Indeciso
ti

3. 4Cree.que las padres deben visitar 14 escuere delsus abbe solaseate no mag
cuando lo pide el principal, el consejero o el maestro(a)?

-

Madre:

Padre:

Si' Indecise

Si' No TodeCiso

4. Cgreen ustedep que los padres deben visitar la-eseuela de sus ninon durante
"Casa Abierta" , juntas o,para algunos.programas especiales?

Madre Si' No Indecisa

Padre Si"' No Ind ecita

lCuagtas veces ha visited° la Escuela desde septiembre
pare juntas o programas? Madre: , Padre:



JCmaiStaa veces ha visited° la Escuela desde septieabre
-aureate tleapo de clases pare ver las activitades en la clase.o'para ayudar
don algunas actividides o Ian viaje?

Madre: Padre:.

guagtas veces discute usted el trabsjo escolar con sus niaosi

Madre: Con frecuencia ., Alguaas 'Nieces Casi nunca. Nunca .

. .

Padre: Con frecuencia ; Algunas veces Casi mama Niinca

8. Via visited° usted li escuela de sus niaoscon sal 0 10e11013 frecuencia este afio
que el aao pasado? i

-)...-

'Madre: con mans frecuencia . igual

Padre: con venos frecuencia igual

lUsted maim a sus niflos que hagan su tarea?

Madre: con frecueacia.

frecuentemeate,

frecuentementa

....

algunas veces casi nunca name

algunas veces casi mincePadre: con frecuencia 'tunes

10. 'Han arreglado uste y sue niaoa ma tieapo defiaido pare que ellos hagaa sa tares?

So:

11. Daaa arreglado usted y sus niaos un lager que pate comfortable y silencioso para que
ellos ,began su terea?

Sii No:

12. atiscutqa-uatedee con otros padres sobre las cosas o eventos que pasen en la
Escuela

. / .

.7 Madre: con frecuencia algunas veces casi nunca nunca

'padre: -con frecuencia t alguaas veces casi nunca nunca

117 ,Lean ustedes las notes o cartes que menden de las escueles?

Madre: con frecuencia lo =as del tieapo algunas veces . ,dunce

P4dre: con frecuencia lo aasdel tiampo algunas veces . nunca

14. Iltscuten ustedes la calificaciones o (reports) con sus niacs?

Madre: sicapre lo alas del tieapo algunas veces nunca'

Padre: sierpre lo nas del tiempo ;algunas veces nunca

15. LLe *aorta a usted mucho si eu nit) no atieade a la escuela?

Madre: much poco no Opiniog

Padre:
lauelcr poco no-opiniaa



Llta oido usted del proyeet6 BilingUe/Bic5Xturaii

Madre: Si' No

Padre: Si". No

17. LDe queaCtivitades del proyecto BilingUe/Bicultural esta'"uSted enterado?
.

Madre:

18. LQue'opina usted del proyecto

, Madre:

Padre.

. La educaciod biling;In le da la oportunidad a 140 121,601 cue
ea la escuela.

'Cree usted que tefienos bastante o nucha educaciod bilingUa ea el districto eacolar
de Austin?

hablan en'espafiol,

Madre: muy poca bastante no se`

/-
Padre: muy poca bastante aucha no se'

20. ZQue' lagustarig a pated que sus nifios hicieran despas de que terninan la
escuela secundaria?

Madre:

Padre:

21. Liata' satjsfecho(a) de Ia educabi6n que estgn.tecibiendo
sus Dii.013 en la escuela?

.

mAs' a memos atiafecha nenos disatisfeeha Indecisa
adre: Si'si'

Padre: Si' ?las' o menoirsatisfeiha memos disatiafecha Wo Indecie*

22. LSe siente usted bier-recibido en Ia escuela de sus nifios?

Madre:

Padre:

Si' fro Indecisa

Indeciso
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le-TACT-.:irT xl I iESEC"SES T: PARE,-: -.TEAVIEWS

S

1. ilaUld you like for your children to finish high school?

Mother: Yes No

Father: Yes-

.

Positive-Response: Yes

No -

. Undecided-

Undecided

5'

SCHOOL

. .

.PARENT
NUMBER
OF
_4,v

,YES '.

NUMBER. co

NO

NUMBER (X)

UNDECIDED

HUMBER (X)--

fil 4son

Mother
Father
B6th'

36
23

59 -

33 (92)
21 (91)

'54 (92)

3 (8)

2 (9) '.

-.5 (8) 1

-0 (0)-

0 (0)

0 (0)

-

Gotralle
iother
Father ,

Both

40.

12

52

40 (100)
12 (100)
52 (100)

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0) .

'0 (0)

'0 (0)

0'(0)
4.

Mother
Father
Both

39

22

61

37 (95)
21 (95)
58 (95)

2 (5)
1 (5)

3 (5)

.

0'(0)
0 (0
0 (0)

11111111111111

Totals-
Elementary
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

32

8
40

24 (75)
7 (88)

31. (78) '

5 (15)
1 f12)
6(15)'

-3 (10)
0(0)
3 (7)

Mother
Father
Both

147.

65

212

134 (91)
61 (94)
195 2)

10 (7)
4 (6)

14 (7)

3 (2)
0 (0)

3 (1)

Allan
Jr. Hight

Mother
Father
Both

5

6
.

1

4 (80) .

1 (100)

5 OP)

. .1 (20)

0 1)
1 (17)

0 (0)

0 (0)
'0 (0)

Martin
Jr. High

Mother
Father
Both

6

4

10 ,

- 6 (100)
4 (100
10 (100)

0 (0) ..

'0 (O(0)
-0 (0)

iyoy
0 (0)
0 (0)

- A;Isiin

High
.

Mother
Father
Both

7

3

10

---r,.....

7 (100)

:000-44
1 (1001)

0'(0)
0,(0)
0 (0)

.

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

....-

Johnston
High

Mother
-gather
Both

9

3

12

9 (100)

. 3 (100)
12 (100)
-

0 (0) .

0 (0)
0 (0)

0 (0)

0 (0).

..0 (0)

Totals-
Secondary
School's

Mather
Father'
Both

27
11-
-38

26 (96)
.' 11 (100)

37 (97)

1,(4)

0 (0)

1 (3)-

0 (0)

0 (0)

0 (0

Totals- .

All
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

174

76

250

160 (92)

. 72 (95)
232 (93)

11 (6)

4 (5)

15 (6)

3 (2)

0 (0)
3 (1)

A



II.

Do you think parents shoat visit their children's school when-asked
to some by the princial;' counselor, sorra teacher?..

Mother: Yes No
Father: Yes, No

Positive Response: Yes
.1

Undecided
. Undecided

. .

SCROOL - PARENT

. .

NUMBER
, OF.

PARENTS

YES
NUMBER (%)

.

NO `-',

NUMBER =
UNDECIDED
NUMBER (%) .

Allison'.
,

Mothet
Father
Both

35

21

56

32 (91)
18 (86)

50 (89)

.

3 ( 9)

3 (14)
6 (11)

0 (0)
0- (0)

Q (0)

Govalle
..,,

Mother
Father
Both

.

. ,39

11

50 '

39 (100)
11 (100)

50 (100)
.

0' ( 0) _

' 0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

. 0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

Metz
Mother
Father
Both

38

24

62 .

35 -(92)

23 (96)

58 (93)
_

2.( 5} .

1 ( 4)

3 ( 5)

F (3)

0 (0)--=

1 (2),

.

Palm
- .

. ...,

Mother
Father
Both

32

9

41

27 (85)

S (89)
35 (85)

3 ( 9)
1 (11)

4 (10)

2 (6)

0 (0)

2 (5)

144

65

209

133 (92).

60 (92)

193 (93)

8 ( 6)

_ 5 ( 4)
13 ( 6)

.

3 (2)

0 (d)
3. (1}P

'Totals-
Elementary
Schools

Mother
Father,
Both

.

anAll
rii.a

5'4

Mother
Father
Both

'5

1 .

6
--..

4 (80)

1 (100)

5 (83)

1 (20)

Q ( 0)

1 07)

0 0)

0 )

0 (n)

Marti
Jr. -High

Mother
Father
Both

______,-.--"

6:

4

10

-6 (100)

4 (100)
10 (100)

/
0 (l)

--
0C-0)
0 0)

.y.'---

9.0)-
0 (0) -

0 (0)

.

Austin
.High

Mother
Father
Both

7

10

7'(100).

10 (100),

0 .0)

0 0)

0 (0)

0 (0)
.

...,

Johnston
High .

Mother
Father
Both

9

2
11

9,000)
2 (100)

11(100)

-4.

0 0)

0 D)
0 0) -

1)'(0)

0-(0)

0 (0)

Totals-
Secondary
Sch.:t:le

.. .er

Father
Both

27

10e

37

26 96)-

10 Tim)
36 ( 97)

1 4)

,it 0)

1 31

0 (0)

0-(0)
.0 (0)

Totals-
All
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

. -171

75

246

159 ( 93)
70 ( 93).

229 ( 91)

9 5)

1 5 7)

14 (.6)

3 "(2).

s)

3 (I)

222-1T
$

-1

.7



.

Do you think parents should visit- their children' s school only when
, asked to come by the principal, counselor, or a teacher? -

Mother: yes No Undecided
.'Faihert Yes No Uridecided

Positive Response: No

icatpi PARENT
NUMBER ..

OF
PARENTS-

YES

NUMBER (%)

,
NO_

NUMBER (%)

-,

:UNDECIDED
NUMBEi. -(%)

Allison
4Both

Mother
Father

36,

. 20'

56

-

18 (50)

7 (35)
25 (45)

12 (33)
12 '(60)

24 (43)

6 -(17)

1 ( 5)
7 (12)'

Govalle
_

M6ther
Father
Both

39-

10

49

1 ( 3)'--
' 1 (10)

2 ( :4)

37 (94)
13._(90)

46- (94)

1 (' 3)
0 ( 0)
1 ( 2)

.

Metz
4

1
gather
Father
Both

39

24

63

5 I3)
4 (17) ..

9 (14)

' 2.9 --(74) z

19 (79)
48 (76)

/ 5 -(13)
1 ( 4)

6 (10).

.

Pala "N .

biler
Pfeifer

Both

28

9-

37

5 (18)

4 (44)
9 (24)11'.

17 .(61)

3-.(33).0
. 20 (54)

6 (21)
2 (23)

-8 (22)

'-

,

.Totals-
Elementary
Schools

.---,

Mother
Father
Both

142

63

205

29 (20)

16 (25)' .

45 (22)

95 (67)
43 (69)-

138 (67) .

18 (13)

4 ( 6)
22 -(11)

.- -
Allan
Jr, High

Mother .

Father
Both

, _ 5

1

6

4 (8d)
1 (100)
5 (83)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

r (20)

0 ( 0)
1- (17)

Martin-
Jr. High

. .

Mother
Father ,

Both

6
4

10

1 (17)
0 ( 0)
1 (10) I

5 (83)
4 (100)

. 9 (90)

0 ( 0)..
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

Austin
High

.
Mother .

Father
both

.. 7

3

10

3 (43)

-1 (33)

4. (40)

,
4 (57)

2 (67)
6 (60)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0,)
0 ( 0)

.

'h'Johnston
Hig

Mother-
Father
$oth

8

3

11

0 ( 0)
b ( 0)
4 ( 0.)

. .

8 (100)
3 (100)

14 (100)

.

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0).

Totals-
Secondary
Schools

-

Mother
Father
Both

26

11

37

8 (31)

2 (18)
.,10 (27)

-.....7,
17 (65)

_ 9 (82)
26 (70)

1, ( 4)
0 ( 0)'

. 1 ( 3) '.

Totals- ,
All -

School b\

,

Mather
Father
Bath

- -1.68

'74

242

37 (22)

18 (24)

55 (22

112 (67)
-52 (71)
164 (68)

19 (11)
4 ( 5)
23 (I0)

.

alt



-

. yOnthink Paents should visit their children's school for open house,
-.meetings, and .for special* pirograissf

.
Mother: Yes ,No

Yes No

Positive Response: Yes

It"

11

Undecided
Undecided

NUMBER

SCHOOL
._

tfitErr OF YES NCI ,UNbECIilb.' ti

PARENTS NUMBER (Z) NUMBER (2) NOMBER (X) :- Mother . 34 29 (85) 5 (15) 0 (0) °."

Allison ," Father 19 , 16 (84) 3 (16 - .0 (0) : ..-iv
, Both. 53 '45 (85) . 8 (15) 0 (0).

MotIrr 38- 37 (97) . 1 1 3) . 0 (0)
Covalle- pettier 9 9 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)

. loth 47 , 46 (98)_ 1 ;( 2) 0 (0) ,

. , - I i 1
-, ".. ,...

Mother /39 35 (901* 3 Op 1 (2)
Metz Father 22 - 20 (91) 2 `( 9) 0 (0) ,

Both 61 55 (90)
..

5 ( 8) - 1- (Z)
. . ..

Mother 33 27 (82) ,5 (15) 1 (3)

Palm, Father 10' 8 (80) - 2 (20) . 0 (0)
- Both 43 35 (82) 7 (16) 1 (2)

_, r- .-- - - `_ ,

. Totals- Mother 144 128:(89) 14 (10) f 2 (I)
,

= -E4aeatary- Father' . 60 3, (88) Is 7 ( it.): .0 coy.
ffehools- Both-'--- .204:-. 7-- \181-(811- .-`.- '11.---(ro-- 2 -(1) :-

, - 4

Alla
,

n. Mother 5c 4 (80) 1 °(20) 0(0)
Father 1 L-----, 1 (100) 0 ( 0). j 0 (0) -

St Both ,'6. 5 (A,3) . 1 (17) 0 (0)
. . . ,

Mother 6 (100) 0 ( 0) ; 0 (0), -

Ma
Father .., 4 (100) 0 ( 0) t-':_, . 0 (pj

...Tr. High. Both 10 (100) , 0 ( a) 0 (0). ,
2

mother 6 6 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)'
Aust412- Fathei 3 3 (100) 0 (.1)) '; .. -0 (D)high

Both 9' (100) °-,..0 (.0) 0 (0)
. . -

Johnston
. Mother 9 9 (100) 0 -( 0) , 0(0)

High
,Fatkor,,./"

3 3 (100) 0 ( 0) IP -0 (0)'
Both ' 12 12 (100) \ 0 ( 0) 0

-IL-%
Totald- Mother

_
26 25 (96) 1- ( -4) __Ok', (0).-

Secondary Father .11 11 (100) 0 ( 0) "4 ff .(0) {

'Schools .,
Both.. 37 36 (97) , 1 ( 3) 0 (0)

Totiib- Mother 170 153 (90) 15 ( 9) :2 ,(1)*

. All Father 71 64 (90) 1 cloy 0 (o), -

Schools ,411 Both
.

241 217 "(90) 22 ( 9) ;2 (1)

RI31.



visitedOhelos;*4y-tims have yu ve School since September
__4-grmeetings or -progralia?

,
Mothers

--F_EitICar:

:Foaittyereppoase: . Ai-feast once
-= .

.

_

.- 4=01.

.

TAR2NT
EMBER
OF -

WOLEmrs
ONCE, OR MORE

NUMBER (2)
NONE

NUMIIIR (2)

'.-7 (19) -

3 ( 7Y
.10 (21)

-. 1.

AVERApE 1
-9j? VIRTTI,

. ,

N '3;32

1.80- .

2498,

4 . 7:

--JUliscai
.

. . _

7..0

Mother
Fathei
Both 1,f

36

i1'

47

29 (81)
= 8 (73)

3T-(79)

.

%63yille
Mother
Father ..

Both

14,
'10

,: 54

36 (82)
2 (20)

.38 (70)

8 (18)
.8 (80)

.16 (30)

L.49-
0.40
4.53

Metz
_ .

Mother
Father
Both

37

-Milli.
57

30 (81)

9(45}
39 (68)

7 (19)
lf (55)
18 (32)

3.26
0.68

, 2.35

Pais .

.

/

Mother
Father
Both

.,

36
.

10

46

25*(69),

5 (50)
30 (65) ,

,

11-(31)
5 -(50)

16 (35)

2.47
.. 1.33

2.22

.

-Totals- c

Y4Czellt_4.57 .

Schools

.Mother ..

_12.aler.-__
Both-

153.

_,.._51 -
204

.

1,29 (78)- -

. 24--(4-2) .

144 (71)

- 33 22)-
.:.22 03)._-- ..-

60 (29)

- -,..1*-3:46-
.-V-08--
2,85

-- )
- .-4

Allan

jr.

Mother
Father
Both -

5 ,- 1

6

1 C20)

0 ( '0)

1 (17) -

4 (80)
1 (100)

5 (83)

0.40
0.00
0.33

.

Martin

Jr, HI°.

Mother
Father_

Botn

.

4

2

6

2 (50) _.
1 (50)

3 (50)
.

2 (50)
1 (50)

3 (50)
.

-2.00

2.50
2.17

.

Austin
High

21;er
Father ,

Both

9

5,

14

'3 (33)

1 (20)

4 (29)

6 (67)

1C-(80)

10 (II)

1.00
0.-110`

0.86

.

-her-
..hihnstbn./
High.

--i-

,MOt

Father
Both

, i

13-
4

17

.

10 (77) .

2 (50) "

12 (71)

3 (23)
2 (50)

.5 (29)

7-3785--
1;56
3.29

.- ____

Totals-
Secondary
Schools

,

Mother
Father- '

Both -

-

23
8

31 .

13 -(57)

3 (38)
16 (52)

10 (43)
5 (62)
15 (48)

2.73
1.40
2.59-

fOtalS-
All-

Schools'
.

-

Mother
Father,
Both

.

176

59

235

133 (76)

27 (46)
160 (68)

.

43 (24)

32 (541
-- 75 (32)

3.42

1.05
2.82.



_Haw many tines have you visited _School sigce September -
during school time'to see dlassroam situations or to help with aitivitie;.
-or field -trigs?

Mather:-

.Father:

Tositive Response: At least-once

4

,ScilOOL PARENT
NUMBER
OF

PARENTS,
ONCE OR MORE.
NUMBER {Z

.

NONE ,

HUMBER a)

g '

AVERAGE I '.

OF-VISITS-

Allison
Mother
Father
Both

35
15

54).

15 (43)

1 ( 7)
16 (32)

20 (57)
14 (93)
34 (68

..

0.94
0.13 -1-

0A9

Goiralle

,

Mother
Father
Both

37,
9

46

..-

14 (38)

0 ( 0)
14 (30)

.23 (62)

9 (100)
32 (70)

-,

1.53"
0.00
1.22 .

Betz
-Mother

Father
Both .

33

17

,DSO-

.

21 (4)
3 (18)

24 (48)

.

.12 (36)
'14 (82)

26 -(52)

*
.

1.84
0.41
1.33

Palm
Mother
Father-
Both I

31

6

37

15 (48)

1 (17)
16 (43)

16 (52)
' 5 (83)

21 (57) .

-
1.62

0.50
1.43

/
. .

, TotaIs,--1

Elementary'
SChools

1146-k-
Father ---.'47

Both

-036

L83

-65?(481 7

.--5 (I ly-

76-(38)

'71-(52) 1
- '42 t

113 (62)

1.47 .

0.26
1.15

I

Allan
Jr, High

Mother
Father
Bdth-

5

1

6

1 (20)

0 ( 0)
1 (17)

4 (80)
1 (100)

5 (83)

..
0.20
0.00
0.17

.............

Martin
Jr. High

Mother
Father
Both

5

3

8

1 (20)

0 ( 0)
1 (12)

4 (80)

3 (100)
7 (88)

0.50
0.00
0.33

Austin
High.

Mother
Father'
Both

8
4

12

1 (13)
1 (25)

2-(17)

7 (87)

3 (75k)

10 (830

0.75
0.75
0.75

Johnston
High

Mother
Father
Both

9

2

11

1 3 (33)
1 (50)

4 (36)

6 (67)

- 1 (50)
7 (64)

'

,"-

2.00
2.50
2.09

.

Totals -

Secondary
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

27

9

36

5 (19)
1 (11)

. 6 (17)
- ________

.

22 (811.

8 (89),
30 (83)

0:96
0.83
0.93

,--

Totals-
All
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

t

163

.56

219

70 (43$/

6 (11)

-.76 (35).

93 (57),
50 (89)

143 (6)

1.39.

,0.32
'1.12;

2341
-4-



How-''Often do you'diicuss your children's school work with them/.

-Ai-- .

14Othert . . Often "-.) 8opet4ies Seldom' Nevef
--71rattibr:: Often '. Sometimes > -s Seldom Never

7 _

-Positixe-RePlimipel Olfta41-8biecimes

9-

SCHOOL PARENT QF
FARMS 41UMBEFL

OFTEN ..0mthmES
a

. F

8 t: ER (2)NUMBER

SELDOM'.

'(Z)

NEVER
-vk 42)

Alligoa
- :

Mather
Father
Both

. 36 24 *(67)

22 12 (55)
'58 36 (62)

9 (25)
10 (45)
19 (33)

-.2 ( i)

0 ( 0)
2 ( 3)

--t ( 3)-

O ( 0)
1 ( ,2)

Go;alle
Mothel
Fath
Both

37
11

.48

'26 (70)

7-(64)
33 (-69).=,

_

8"(22)
2 '(18)

111 -421)

3 .(' 8)

2 (18),

5 (10)

0 t 0)
0 (, 0) .

0 ( 0)

.

...Metz

Mother
Father
Both

39

21

.60 .

25 (64),

12 (57)
.

437 (62)

11. (28)

3 (33)
18 (30)

3 ( 8)

2 (10)
5 (' 8)

0 ( 0)

Q ( 0)
0 ( 0)

.

Palm
Mother f

Father
Both

31

10

41

15 08)
. 4 (40)

'19 (46)

12 (39)

5. (50)

17 (42)

3 (.10)

0. ( 0)-
3 ( 7)

.1 ( 3)

1. (10)

-2( 5)

. '

Totals-
Elementary.

Sehobj,1*

Mother
ether

Both

143.

64
207

-: 90" (63)

35 555)
125 (60)

40 .(28)

24' (37)

64 (31)

,

-

ql ( 8)
4- ( -6)*

15 ( 7)

2 ( 1)
1 ( 2).

3 (, 2)

Jr ; Al*

Mother_,

=ter.
.

5

1

4 (80)

1 (100)

5 (83)

1 (20)

0 ( 0)

1 (17)

0 '( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0).,

0 ( 0)

0:( 0)
0 ( 0)'

.

Mart

f-.-21'oeflighif ;

, Mother

lather
'Both

6

4
10

4 (66)

2 00)
, 6 (60)

1 (17)

1 (25)

.2 (20)

0)

5).

1 (10)

1 (17)
0 ( 0)
1 (10)

k

IP' 21-811 t.:!

Mother
gather
Both

7

3-

10

5 (72)

0 ( 0)

5 (50)

1' (14Y

2-(67)

3 (30) .

0 ( 0)
-1, (13)

f 1 (lb) --.
, k

1 (14)

0 (' 0)

1 (10)

Johnston

4

Nigh_,

Mother
Father

BO"'

9

2

11

, 6) (67)

-0" 2 (100)-

8 (73)

1 (11)

0 ( 0)

1 ( 9)

.

1{(11)

0 ( 0) -

1 ( 9)

1 (11)

0 ( 0)
1 ( 9)

.

Totals- :
5eConOry
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

27

.10-

37

19 (70) .

5 (50)
.2'4 (65)

4 (W
3 (30)

7 (19)

1 ( 4)

2 (20)
3 ( ?)

3 (11)

# ( 0)

( 8)

Totals-:
All
Schools

Mother
Father
Roth

170 -

74 -

244

, ,109 (64)

40. (55)

149 (61)

44 (26)

27 (36)t,

71 (29)

12 ( 7)
6 ( 8)
18 ( 8)

-5 (-3)

1 ( 1)
6 ( 2)

234
.

E-22



-.-
,

1
-. -

. Have'you visited in your children's school more o; less often this school
5fear ithan_liat school year? ,

4
-. 74other:' Less Often Samar- MOre Often

Father: :----i----1,ess Often Same More Often

:Positive-lesponse: More Often

4

.

PARENT
. NUMBER.

OF
PARE TS

LESS' OFTEN

NUMBER (%)
f SAME
NUKBER'k(%)

-

4 Fad -OFTEN
NUMBER (z)

Allison
Mother
Father
'Both

35

17

52

20 (57)

5 (29)
25 (48) c

6 (17)-

9 (53)
15 (29)

_9 (26)
3 (18)
12 (23)

.

Govalle

,
.

Mother
Father
Both

36

15

51

.

.

16 (44j

3 (20)
19 (37)

9 (25)
'11 (73)
20-(39)

%

11 (31)

1 (7)
12 (24)

--

=

Metz --

; 1

Mother
Father
-Both

38

21

59

8 (21)

6 (29)
14 (24)

10 (26)
.11 (52)

21 (34)-

2*.(53)

4 (19)
24-(41)

Pals.
.

' Mother
Fdther
Both

r-

34

8

42

9 (26) .

4 (50)
13 (31)

17-(50)

1*(13)
18 (43)

8 (24)

'3 (37)
11 (26)

Totals -

'Elementary
Schools

Mother
Father
Both ,

143

61

204

53.(37X
18 (30)

71 (35)'

42 (29)
32 (52)
74 (36)

- .

48 (34)
11 (18)

50 (29)

..

Allan
jr.*Righ

Mother
Father
Both

*5
1

6

4 (80)
1 (100)

5 (83)

!,

0-( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

(20)

0 ( 0)'

1 (17) '

Martin
Jr. High

=Mother
,

Father
Both

6

4

10

3 (50)

3 (75)

6 (60)
,

3 (50)

4 (25)
4 tIO)

0 ( 0)
C4 ( 0)

* ( 0)

Austin

High

Mother
Father
Both

. 7

3

10

2 (29)
1 (33)

3.(30)

3 (42
0 ( 0) ,

3 (30)

2(29)
2 (67)
4 (40)

Johnston,
High

Mother
=

Father
Both

9

2

11

2 (22)

1 (50)

3 (28)

4 (45)
0 0)

4 (36)

3 (33)
1 (50)

4 (36)

Totals-
Secondary
Schools

-Father
Mother

Both

27

10

37

11 (41)

6 (60)
17 (46)

/

10 (37)

1 (10).

11 (30)

6 (22)

3 (30)
.9 (24)

Totls-
All
Schools

.---= .

Mother
Father
Both

= 170

71

241 .

64'(38)
24 (34)

88 (37)
.

52 (30).

33 (46)
85. (35)

54 (32)
14 (20)
68 (28)



Do you encourage yotir children to dm their homework?

_Mother: Often
Fate Oft.1n

Sometimes
Sometimes

I'ositive-Reiponse: -Often, Soietimes

Seldom
Seldom

Never
Never

amok. PARENT
t

NUMBER
OF

PARENTS

ongif
'1 1:ER (2)

SOMETIMES

I 3 :4: (2)
SELDOM

I a: A' (Z)UNUMBER

1 ( 3)

0 ( 0)
1 ( 2)

NEVER

(a
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

Allison
Mother
Father
Both

'36

19

55

31 C86)

15 (79)
46 (84)'

4 (11)
4 (21)
8 (14)

Mother 35 26 f (20) 2 ( 6) 0 C 0)
Govalle Father 9

_04)
7 (78) 2 (22) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)

Both 44 33 (75) 9 (20) 2 ( 5) 0 ( 0)

Mother 40 37 (92) 3 (8) 0 ( 0) ,0.( 0)

Met.z Father 22 20' (91) 2 ( 9),. 0 ( 0) 0( 0)
Both 62 57 (92) 5 ( 8) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)

Mother 31 19 (61) 9 (29) 3 (10) 0 ( 0)

Pain Father 9 6 (67) 3 (33) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)

Both 40 25 (62) 12 (30) 3 ( 8) 0 ( 0)

Totals-- Mother 142 113 (80) 23 (16) 6 ( 4) 0 ( 0)

Elementary Father 59 48 (81) 11 (19) p ( 0) .0 ( 0)
-Schools _ Both 201 161 80) 34 17) ( 3) 0 ( 0)

Allan . .Mother 5 (100) 0 ( 0) -0--(-0)- _0_ (_0)_
0 0)

Jr. High Father
Both

1

6

1 (100)
6 (100)

0 ('0)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0).
0 ( 0).

(
0 ( 0),

Mother 6 5 (83) 1 (17) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)Martin
Father 4 4 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)
Both 10 9 (90) 1 (10) 0 ( 0) 0 0)

Austin Mother
Father

7

3
6 (86)

2 (67)

0 ( 0)
1 (33)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

1 (14)

.;0 ( 0)
111-811 Both 10 8 (80) 1 (10) 0 ( 0) 1 (10)

iJohns on Mother
Father

9
2

8 C89) '
2 (100)

1 (1,1)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 (. 0)High

Both 11 101 (91) 1,-;( 9) 0 ( 0) 0 (-0)

Totals Mother _127 24 (89) 2 ( 7) 0 ( 0) 1 4)

Secondary- Father 10 9 (90) 1 (10)- -0*( 0) - 0 ( 0)
Schools Both 37 33 (89) 3 ( $) 0 (0) 1 ( 3)

Totals Mother . 169 137 (81) 25 (15) 6 ( 3) 1 (1)
AU. Father 69 57 (83) 12 (17) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)
Schools Both s 238 194.(82) 37 (16) 6 (: 2) . 1 ( 0)



10.11ave you and your children arranged.a regular time for they
to do their homework?

Yes No

Positive Response: Yes

4.

0

-

&mom PARENT
NUMBER
OF

PARENTS NUMBER (Z)

1
NO

NUKBER (2)
.

Allison
Mother
Father
Both 35'.

.

26 (74) 9_(Z6)

Govalle
iotimr
Father
Both 37

.1`..- '',

23.(62) 14 (38)

Metz

%
Mother
Father
Both 41

-f
'34 (83) 7 (17)

Palm
Mother
Father
Both' 33 23 (70) 10 (30)

Totals-
Elementary
Schools

Mother
Father
Both 146 106 (73)

,

1

40 (27)
.

Allan
Jr.

Mother
Father
Both 5 1 20)

.

4 (80)
-_,

Martin
Jr. High

Mother
Father
Bork 7 5 (71)

.-

4 2 (29)

Austin
High

Mother
'ather
Both

-
6 1 (17)

-

5 (83)

Johnston
High

Mother
Father

.Both- 10

.

. 6 (60) ,N

.

4.(40)

Totals-1

,Secondary
Schools

Mother
Father

28

t

13 (46)

.

15 (54)

_,

4 Totals-
All
Scitools-

Mother
Father

.
Both 174 119 (68)

.

55 (32)
.

2 37
H-25-



11._ Have you and your children arranged for a quiet' end comfortable
place where they can do their homework?

Yes

Positive Response: Yes

No

SCHOOL PARENT
EH

OF
PARENTS

YES,

Ninon (%)
. - No.

NUMBER (Z) ,

Allison
Mother
Father
Both

.

35 28 (80)
'.

7

I .

(20)

Govalle
Mother
Father
Both 33 28 (85)

-

5 (15)

'
Metz

Mother
Father
Both 39 .4 33 (85) 6 (15)

Palm
Mother
Father -

Both 31 19 (61) 12 (39)--

_

Totals-
Elementary
Schools

Mother
Father
Both 138 108 (78) - 30 (22)

All an

Jr. High

Mother
Father
Both 5 4 (80) 1 (20)-4'

Martin
,"

-Jr. Sigh

Mother
F4ther
Both

- .

6 6 (100) 0 ( 0)

Austin
High

Mother
Father-

Both

'

7

N

5 (71)

.
' 2 (Z9)

f

'

Johnston
High

.

Mother
Father
Both 10 9 (90) 1 (10)

`Totals-

NecdndarY
Schooli:

Mother
Father
Bothr 28 24

/

.

(86) 4 (14)

-7-,

Totals-
Au.
Saaple

Mother
Father

'Both

-

166

-

132 (80) 3. (20)

3811-26.



Lb-you discuss with other parents the things happening at
School?

'Mother:

Father:
Often Sometimes Seldom , Never
Often Sometimes Seldom . Never,

...-.

Positive Response: Often, Sometimes

SCHOOL PARENT
NUMBER

OF
PAREEFBI'l

OFTEN -.Ex

nER (%
If

.1 nER 2)

,
SELDOM
ER (2)qinan

5 (14)
3 (18)'
& (15)

NAtTY.E.

(t) ,

-17 (47)-

9 (52)
26 (49)

Allison
mother
Father
Both

36
/,-.4.7

53 .

6 (17)
1 ( 6)

,7 (13)

.8 (22) -.

4 (24)::

12 (23)

Mother -36 7 (19) 17 `(47) 1 ( 3) 11 (3i)-
Covaile

----
Father
Both

9

45
1 (11)

8 (18)
4 (45)

21 (47)
2 (22), 2 (22)
3 ( 7) 13 (28)

. Mother 39 7 (18) 16 (41) 5 (13) 11 (28)
Metz Father 21 4 (19) 8,(38) .2 k ! 7 (33)

Both 60 11 (18) 24 (40) , 7 s 18 (30)

Mother 36 7 (19) 12 (33) 8 (22) 9 (26)
Palm Father 9 3 (33) 3 (33) 1 (11) 2 (23)

Both 45 10 (22) 15 (33) 9 (20) 11 (25)

Totals- Mother 147 27 (18) 53 (36) 19 (12) 48.(34)

Elementary Father 56 9 (16) 19 (34) or8 L14)- 20 (36)
Schools Both /203 36 (18) 72 (35) 27 (13) 68 (34)

All an
Mother
Father

5

I

2 (40)

0 ( 0)
1 (20)

1 (100)

1 (20) 1 (20)
0.-( 0) ''' O. ( 0)

Jr. High
-Both 6 2 (33) 2 (33) 1 (17) , 1 (17)

i

Martin
Mother
Father

6

4

3 (50)
1 (25)

2 (33)
2 (50).

0( 0) 1 (17)
.

0 ( 0) 1 (25)
Jr. High

Both 10 4 (40) 4 (40) 0 ( 0) 2 (20)-

Austin
Mother
Father

7

3

1,(14)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

1 (14) 5 (72)
0 ( 0) 3 (1.00)

High
Both . 10 1 (10) 0 ( 0) 1 (10) - 8 (80)

Johnston
Mother 9 5 (56) 2 (22) 1 (11) -1 (11)

High
. .

Father
Both

2

11

2 (100)

7 (64)
0 (:0)
2 (18)

0 ( 0)- .0 ( 0)
1.. ( 9) 1 ( 9)

Totals- Mother 27 11 (41 5 .(19) 3 (11) 8 (29)
Secondary Father 10 3 ( 1 3 (30) 0 ( 0) 4'(40)
Schools Both 37. 14 (38) '41.(22) 3 -(21Y 12 (19) r

Totals- Mother 174 38 (22) 58 (33), 22 (13) 56 (32)
All Father 66 12 (18) 22 (334 8 (12) 24 (37)
Schools Both 240 50 (21) 80 (33) 30 (13) ao (33)

- ...



13. Do you read the notices and

--'Bother: Always
Father; Always

Positive Response; Always

-
letters sent

.

Most of the
Most of the

to you by the school?

Time Sometimes
Time . Sometimes

Never
Never

. _

SCHOOL PARENT
EumBER

. OF

ALWAYS

(Z)OUKSER

MOST OF
THE TIME

(%),IMHBER

SOMETIMES

(Z)

NEVER

ER (%)PARENTS NUMBER

Mother ,36 33 (92) 3 ( 8), 0 ( 0) 0 -(0)
Allison ,Father 21 16 (76) 4 (19) 1 ( 5) 0 (0)-

Both '57 49 (86) 7 (12): 1 ( 2) 0 (0)

Mother 37 31 (84) 3 ( 8) 3.4 8) 0 (0)
-Ovalle Father 11 11 1100) 0 .( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)

Both 48 42 (88) 3 ( 6) 3 (,6) 0 (0)

Mother 39 33 (84) 4 (10) 1 ( 3) 1 (3)
Metz. Father - ?1 17 (80) 2 (10) 2 (10) 0 (0)

Both 60 50 (83) 6 (10) '3 ( 5) 1 (2) .

Mother 34 24 (71) 2 ( 6)" 8 (23) 0 (0)
Pale Father 9 '7 (78) 2 (22) 0 .('0) 0 (0)

Both 43 31 (72) 4 ( 9) 8 (19). 0 (0)

-1 -4

-Totala-__ Mother 146 121 (83) 12 ( 8) -12 ( 8) 1 (1)
Elementary Father 62 51 (82) 8 -a(13) 3 ( 5) 0 (0)
Schools Both 208 172 (83) 20 (10) - 15 4 7) 1 (0)

Allan
Mother 5 4 (80) 1 (20): 0-( 0) 0 (0)

Jr. High
Father 1 21 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)
Both -. 6 5 (83) 1 (17) 0 ( 0) 0 .(0)

Martin
Jr, High

Mother
Father

6

,4

6

4

(.100)

(100)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 01

0 (0)
0 (0)

Both , 10 10 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)

Austin
Mother
Father

7

3

7

3

(100)

(100)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0) ,

0"(0)

0 (0).
High

Both
,

10 10 (100) Q ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)

Johnston
Mother
Father

9

2 ''''

9

2

(100)

(100)

0 ( 0)
0 (' o)

0 ( 0)

0 (o) .
d (0)'
0'(0)High

Both 11 14 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) '0 (-O)

Totals- Mother' 27 26 (96) 1 ( 4) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)
Sedondary 'Father 10 10 (100) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 (0)
Schools Both- . flle . 36 (97) 1 ( 3)' 0 (0) 0 (0)

--
Totals- Mother 173 147 (85) 13 ( 7) 12 ( '7) 1 )
All Father 72 61 (85) 6 (11) 3 ( 4) 0 )
Schools Both, 245 208 (85) 21 ( 9) - 15 ( 6) 1 (0)

240
H-28

.



DO you discuss your children

/Sather:
Father:

Alvais
Always

otitive Response: Always

s report cards with then?

Most of the Time Sometimes
Megt of the Tima"7--------Sometimea

f, lever
Heiler .

. .
scaopL

_

. .
PARETiT

,---

BOHM ,

of
palms

ALWAYS

NUMBER (Z

MOST OF
THE T1ME,4
I I: :$1* (Z)

smiles
I.

NUMBER- (Z),!1:

NEVER

UMBER (Z)

Allison
Mother
Fathe

41.

23

64

39 (95)
20 .(87)

59 (92)

,
t ( 5)

2 ( 9)

*4 ( 6)

. a CV
1 f 4)
1 (.2),

. ,
0-. (CO
0 011
0 (0)

Govalle.
Mothe
athe -

Both

36

9

45

28 (78)
8 (89)

36 (80)

3 -( 8)

I .(1I)

4 ( 9)

-

5 (14),
0 -(. 0)
5 (11)

0' V)) ,-
,O (0)
0 (0) -

Metz
Mother
Father
,Both

39

22
61

- 38 (97)

20 1

58 (95)

1 ( 3)
2 ( 9)
3 ( 5)

.

. 0 (0)
0 (.0)
0( 0)

0 CO'
0 (0)
0(0)`

Palm
*other
Father
Both ,

33

10
43

21 (64)
9 (90)
30 (70)

6 (18)
1 (10)
7 (16)

,6 (18)
- 0 ( 0)
. 6 (14)

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

,----

To
-

Elementary
Schools

Mother
Father
Both

149
64
213

,

126 (85)

57 (,9)
183 (86)

12 ( 8)
6 ( 9) .

18 ( 8)

11 ( 7)
I ( 2)

12 ( 6)
4.-

I.

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

,

/Allan
Jr. High

Mother
Father
Both

10
2

12

4 (40)
.15 (50)

A (42)

_p ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

1 (10)
0 ( 0)
1 ( 8)

5 (5Q)
1_(50)

6 (50)

-Mar-tin
Jr. High

Mother
Father
Both

6

4

10

6 (1'00)
41(100)

10 (100)

0 ( 0)
-0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

,

Atistin
High

Mother
Father
Both

7
3

10
----.3

,7 (100)
(100)

16 (100)

0 .( 0)
0 ( 0),
0-( 0)

.0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)
0 ( 0) ,

0 (0)
0 (0):
0 (0)

Johnston

nigh

Mother
Father
Both

9
2

11

9 (100)
2 (100)

11 (100)

0 (0)
0 ,( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

.i8 ( O)

0 (0)
0 (0) .
0 (0) s

Totals
- Secondary

Schools

Mother
Father
Both

32

II
43

26 (81)
10 (91)

36 (84)

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0) '
0 ( 0)

1 ( 3)
.0 ( 0)-----
1--( 2)

5 (16)
.-1 ( 9)
6 (14)

Totals
4 AU.

Schools

Mother
Father
Both

181

75-
256

152 (84)
67 (90)

219'..(86) .

12 (- 7)
6 ( 8)

18 ( 7)

12 ( 7)
1 ( 1)

13 ( 5)
_

5 (2)

1 (1)'
6 (2)e %

24429



.

oi such does-it

Mother;
Father:

Positive ReEtponse:

matter if your child is absent from school?

r Very Much,
Very Much

Very Much

. . Not Very Much No Opinion
Not Very Much 1. No Opinion

_SCHOOL

.

PARENT

..

-NUMBER
OF

PARENTS

VERY MUCH

--an:ER (Z)

NOT VEIT! MUCH

NUMBER (%)

NO OPINION

.

NUMBER f%)

Allison-

. ( .
'Both

Mother
Father

-

36.
21

57

-3
20

53

(93)

(95)

(93)

.

3 (7)

1 (5)

4 (7)

0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0)

-. .

, -

Gdvalle-
. "Both_

Mother -

Father.
36
11

47

35
11

46

(97)

(1001

(98)

.

1 13)
0 (0)

1 (2)

0 (0)
0.(0)
0 (0)

.
.

exz -* .

. ..

-

Mpther
Father
Both

39

22

61 .

39

22

61

(100)

(100)

(100)

0 (0) -

0 (0)
0 (0)

0 10)
0 (0)
0 (0)

,

Palm
.

Mother
Father
Both

32 :

10

42

25
9

34

(78)

(90).

(81)

- 5 (16)
1 (10)
6 (14) '

2 (6)

0 (0).

2 (5)

Tbtals=
Elementary
Schools

Mother y

-Father
Both,

,-

143

64

207

132

62
194

(92)

(97)
(94)

,

9 (6)
2 (3) )0'

11 (5)

E

'

2 (2)
0 (0)
2 (1)

.

Allan
Jr. High

. .

'Mother

Father
Both. .

5

1

6

5

1

6

(100)

(100)

(100) .

0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0) .

-0 (0)
0 (0)

0 (0)

-

Martin ,

.

Jr. High

-

Mother'
Father
Both

6

4

10

6

4

10

(1O0)

(100)

(100)

.

0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0)

-0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0)

Kusti n

High

. ,

Mother
.Vater
Both

..

7

3

10

.

7

3

10

(100)

(1Q0)

(100)

.

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (,0)

.
-

Joh,nston
Mother
'Father

*Hi h
'Both .

9

2

11-

9

2

11

(100)

(100)

(100)

0 (0)

0 (0)
-6-(0)

-

0 (0)
0 (0)

MO)

Toial#-:.\' kother
Secondary -Father
Schools Both s

27
10

37

27

10

37

(100)

(100)

(100)

0' (0).

0 (0)

0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

Totals- Moth-ea,

All - Father
cools 'Both

;

'

170

74.

244
.

.- 159

72

-
231

(94)

(97)

(95)

9 (5)

2 (3)

11 (4)

2 (1)

0 (0)
2- (1)

242
H-30



16. Have'you ever heard ofthe Biliigual/Bicultural Project?

Ibthert Yes-- No-----
-, Prather:

-- ,
Yes . No

SCHOOL

.

PARENT
,

NUMBER _

or
PARENTS

.

/

.

YES _

NUMBER (Z) -

NO

NUMBER (2)

,

.

MOther 34. 25 (74) 9 (26)
- Father -20 15 (75) 5-(25)'

Both - 54` 40 (74) - 14 (26)
,

.

IMbilter 31 30- (81) 7#(19)
Govalle

.

Father
Both

9

46
9 (100),

39 (85) '

0 ( 0)
, 7 (15)

Mother 37 29 (78) ---'8 -(22)
Metz Father 21 15 (71) 6- (29)

Both 58 44 (76) -14 (24)

Nbther 31 20 (65) 11 (35)
Palm Father 10. 7 (70)' 3 (30)

Both 41 27 (66) 14 (34) ,

.

Totals- Mother 139 104 (75)
_

35 (25)
Elementary Father 60 46 (77) 14 (23)
Schools Both 199 156-(75) -49 (25)

,

Allan Mother 45 4 (80) ' 1 (20)

Jr. High
. ,

Father
Both

A.

6

1 (100)

5 (83)
0 ( 0)

1 (17)
1.-

Martin Mother 6 4 (67) '2 (33)

Jr. High Father
Both

.4

10
. .

2 (50)

.

6 (60) .

2 (50)

4 (40)

Austin Mother 7 3 (43).
-4

- 4 (57)
Father 3 2 (67) 1 (33) 'High
-Both 10 5 (50)4:- 5 (50)

Johnston Mother 9 7 (78) 2 C22)
.

High Father 2 2 (100) 0 ( 0)
k - Both 11 9 (82) 2 (18)

Totals- Mother 27 18 (67) 9 (33)
Secondary Father 10 7 (70) 3 (30)
Schools Both 37 25, (68) 12 (32)

Totals- --- Mother 166 122 (73)" 44 (27)
All Father 70 53 (76) 17 (24)
Schools Both:- 236 175 (74) 61 (26)

- 243
H-31
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17. WHAT.ACTIVITIES OF THE BILINGUWBICULTURAL PROJECT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT}

Allison Elementary. School
:

}{other - She{ is learnihg how to read. ip Spenish. She is learning
the meaning of the word in-6AniSh and in.Englisfi.- "..

"

: I know Bilingual Education is gobd-because-they-leatn ,

Spanish and English better:- 4
. , -, ..

Don't know about it.
. None, _

.

.

,

- Don't know. - .

.

.

.

.
,

:..........-

- I like it because we learn about our Culthre:t"
I knob that Bilingual teaChia English and in Spanish.' I `
think islgool4 to know. how to 'read -aid write in-Eqglith, and
in Spanish..

Niine. . :-

I like the Bilingual Program.because they learn Spanishand
English, and: our culture. '.

None.
My-thild would like to be in a Bilingual class but don't,,
know why she is not in one.- . * -

.

- I- like Bilingual because they learn English.and,Spanish..
- I think `Bilingual Program is *try goodJhecausethey'learn
oar culture.

_- I think Bilingual is -good because they understand both En-
. I- glish and Sphnish and learn their culture,,is very good.

- My little girl has learned a lot -about our Spanish culture.
5 de Mayo they get to dress in MeXitan. clothes.

1 . 4._4 ,...

-
;Ik

I know they learn to read and write in Engliih and in,A Spanish and sing in Spanish, too.
Don't know.
All I know is.that they learn to rtad.and write "in Spanish
and sing in Spanish. -;

Ras two children in the Bilingual/Project in school:
I heard about the Bilingual.
Education - Mexican holidays honOred.

- Education:
1

- None,

just education.
- None. .

- I know all of-it.
- Education in classroom;' J

- ,Education.

- NOM.
^

' Educit#on. . / ,t
- Special recognition one X1416 holidays - and idhcatidn.

.- "Only about the fact t -are-teaching th in Spanish.
- Just 'what's in school- - education in the classroom;.
-Almost nothing. .

I.

Father - She is learning how to read /in Spanish. She is learning 7. !'..

e the meaning of the word in ppanish and in English.
'- : i- -.

--Don't know aboht it. ,

. .,

--None,
244
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7:f

- I have two children in the Bilingual Program,. but I don't -
,,46,know about it. T.work all the time..4
-.I know)that Bilingual teaohea English and In Spanish., I
'think is good to knoV how to read and write in English and
in Spanish.
My child would, like to be. in a Bilingual class butdonit
'pow why she is not in one.' ,

like Bilingual because they learn English and Spanish: -__

little girl has learned a lot about our Spanish culture.
5 de Mayo they get to dress in Mexican clothes.<2

.- Education - Mexican holidays honored.
1. No,.

Bon.
- Education.

- Only about the fact that they are teaching them in anish.

"-Ay "Q

Books,_records, toys. HMI. Martinez :Visits/ me and explains
'about what they do and fhelp With &lair eld trips. f

\ - The way
with

are teaching my child thud they are 'work-
?"4.7. with 'parents at honk,

.
-.Fieldirips.and meetings with the par nts, the way they Work_-...
- with thildren, contounity represen tives, Working with the

neighborhood. e .... ,

Teaching it at school. Also t.I;ie libriary.,

Teaching- it at school. 1
- Reading and speaking at s ol.

- Teaching and speaking-at choot.

- Teaching it at school.
- Speaking.

- Not too much.because I don't understand it too well.
- Not very much.
-- Teaching, "reading and speaking and dancing and singing.
Only the teaching at school.

ca- Teaching Sp sh in school.
- Reading a ing in school.
- Not very much,.

- None, /
-. No activities.

Cless activities and ed. toys.
-.- Tciy lending 'library and Classroom activities.
-/None.

- None. :-
- OlagsroOm activi es and lending,

.

- Reading and writs g.
Reading,, vritin. .

None
,

Reading, writing, and speaking Spanish: .

4
.'

. 4.

Not any-. . . ..-

2 5 .
I

I

- None,

,H 33



- Teaching of 4inish.
-

- Se que lqs ensaan en ingles y en espfibl y qu.e tratvan
'. con nibs en Iv cams. 1%;
- De modo coma encealin,amis nitas,y de7las juntas que tienen
-con.los padresor de como trabajan en las caaas.com los-

, .

---_, -juguetes. . -

.

. ,

Father - Books, ecords, toys. Mrs, Martinet visits me and explains

t` about wit they do,and.rhelp with their -field trips.:,
- The only ones Itve.seen are on T.V. .

,

. .

1 - The way they are,teachinglmy. child and thatrthey are work-
ingwith'parents at home;

-.

. - Reading: .

.

Metz Elementary School

,M6ther - Reading and. writing.

- Just the one that was explain to ,me in school - Metz acid
Martin.

..11. - About the trip and teaching them in English: Toy lending
a .

library. - .

..- About'Toy Lending Library and Spanish being taught in school.

.
. - Bilingual in certain classes.

'V = Not such: .

- Row to readaid_write fn Spanish.
- Toy Lending Library and Spanish being taught at school.

- About Toy Lending Library and the Spanish being taught-it
,school .

- Not'toomuch. Just about theSpanish taught in school.
- Not too much. Just about the Spanish taught in school.
. Lessohs given at Metz in Spsnish.

,-
-, Not too much. VP

-
--. - Child that know very little English the chance to go to

school and do their work in Spanish, they can slowly build
their english as they go along. - .

- Toy Lending Libtary,. Bilingual classes in classroom, Parental
involvement o Bilingual. *

...

- Don't kno4 very much about it.
- Toys, books, field trips .

.- NiflaE"reciben esp&l, Toy Lending Library, Tripi;

. - Don't know of any.
. .

- Trips.

.., -.Nirne. ,
e ,

- She has heard about it, but doesn't really know what it's
baout. ,- .

-. ve novheard'about it. .,

4 .
0

?
. ane.

.
,

No
1 Father

St
- 41' ending Library and Spanish being taught at scheoy'

.. w.:. - Spanish in classroom. ..
`4, -

. 4..!..Z

- Not row, - ., f( .,.

- None. ' 1
,..; '''

...
\ 2 4.6 L P .

.... . .
... 11-34..
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Palm Elementary School
)

244:;ther - I just know.it's there.
,.N - Que lea da oportuaidad de usarmas el- espSabl,.

- None.

_- I think it is helping my_children.
NOM. -

- None.-
. - I'm aware my,children are getting ah education in both .

languages.
.

- None. = z
.

help

%.

. - Th4i i*y.iget more h with reading.
.

- None. -

- None. , ..

- Child that goes to Austin High belongs to this Class.
- Toy Lending Library. Spanish material.
- Their studies. -,

- None.
,-- Daughter .S.tudieS.

- Songs and play: .

- We had zever-hearci about it before.

Nozi!e-

- Children's Studies only. - -
.:- .

- Studies, Me scan cul ral festival.
- Dancing, eating' habits, studies.
- Studissilanly.

-- School studies.. .

- School studies only.
- School studies only.

, = School studies only.
--School studies. ,

Father - None.
.

- I think it is helping my children.
r None.
- None. . 4

1 -

- Child that goes to Austin High belongs to this class.
-1/4Nothing. .

.

Allan Junior High School a
.

Mother - I know they learn Spanish and English.,
- None.

- I know they learn Spanish..,
- Don't know about'the Project.

. Martin Junior High School
. 1%.._. .

Mother None.

- None.
,-.

- Some, have two small children in Bilingual/Bicultural project.,
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'Austin Nigh School.

No responses

Johnston Sigh School

..

,--4;
Mother - Just that thtey are teaching it at school.

- Teaching the SpanOh is school. ,..

- No.' . .

- Not Exch.
- Nona.
- Not really.

- Only What I. have read in the paper.
- None at all.
- Como Occrounity Rep estoy enterada

..
de toda's las actividades

,.-.
del programa.

Cher - Only that the -schodr system is teaching it at school.

1

4

le
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:113.-HOW DO

114

YOU FEEL ABOUT THE BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT? -1 1114141

Allison Elementary School

s

a
4 T think it's good - if -they like it - they are taught the
right way.
I'm glad they are learning Spanish correctly. My-son is
often embarassed because he canit'speek the language right,
but this is helping him learn it and I hope they will never - --

do away with it.

*

Mother - I like the Bilingual ProjTct,.yery much - an advantage for
Black and White,

- I like Bilingual because they are learning their'culture
which we ate proud of. 1\

- I like the bilingual Bicultural Project, it is a good thing-
for our children. "i ,i**

- Es la primeravez.que oigo de este programi.
-.Don't know.
- I feel that it's great to have Bilingual /Bicultural. Project.

- I believe that my children enjoy learning to speak Spanish.
Since.av children live in a mixedneighborhood, being Min-

- pal lib-aid be an asset.
- I think Bilingual is very goad!! fp,

4

= I knaw they learn English end Spanish an'ther culture. I
cook beans forthe 5 de Mayo.

- -It very good. 9

I feel it a good thing for the children to learn their
culture,

- I like it so itey can learn.Spanish correctly, but not. force
them.

- I feel it's a gooething.
- It's very good my children can learn English and-Spanish.
- I 14e the Bilingual Bicultural Project because. it's an ad-
vantage we didn't have. .

Thanks to the people who got the Bilingual in our school.
I feel the Bilingual Project is very good because they learn
tpamish and English and about our culture. *
I think this is a good program because they learn two Zan -
gages and.it is easy for tkChildren to learn'Spanish first.

-Don't know.
- It ok because they are learning a lot.
- Don't know.

- It all right.
- I like the project - will benefit when they are elder in
order to communicate with those who only speak Spanish.

- I like4it so they will learn Spanish*
- I .think it's nice - helps them learn - by taking it in scnool,

they will haye to learn it.

9

- vI think it is ye ood. It should always have it. 4P ,
tilt

- -No saktan. ingl ' s ayuda a entender part -we. no se_que-
,

den atrds de los s - Para que nose lee olvide su
idioms.), culture.

249
H-3T



.1

$.

4

47

5

'kJ
4 "! At. first it,was goods for them - now I think it's hard,for----

them - But I like for them to learn the-language.
- f like it. .

.

- Very gbod - see the need for them to learn the two 1
'....-..=-. erectly. .

. .

- It a good idea.
t them to learn it (Language) correctly - I feel this
help them in thelong TUM6

like it iliVysittCh - I never went to school mach because
I didn't know English and it was hard forme - I wish it
would, have been around when I was in school.
I am a littlecionfused'as to why they want theses to learn
Spaiish'if they need help in English.'
Alright - I guess they need to learn Spanish'vhile they are
young; maybe they Will benefit fkoacit later on.

Father I like the Bilingual Project very much - an advantage for
Black and White. .

- I like the Bilingual ticultural Project, it is a good thing.
for our children.

- I think Bilingual is very good.t-
- I feel it a good thing for the children to learn their

culture.

- I,feel it's asood thing.!
- I think they need it,.
- Itik what we have always needed, It sure helps them. It's

.too bad my daughter hasn't taken any.Classes in Spanish.
-- Opposed to it because .it will be difficult.'
- Very good - see the need- for .then to learn the two languages

correctly.
Feel the needfor them to know the Spanish language correctly
and need for them to keep their culture.

- We don't speak it all the time at home but I want them to.
know the language.

XavalleElementary School

Mother - I feel that it will help Language -Culttiy
- I think it is very important. .

- I think it is very important.
- It is great. It should tave been started 4.(mg before'nou.
- It is O.K. if taught right - not all-Spanish. -More English
-should be taught in class.
- It is fine. I like it
- It is
- r think it is a good thing.
- I like it,
- I think it a good project if it'scarried out for what it is
"meant to be,

. - I think 'it' s pretty, goOd.

- I do not like it, My child has been set back bicause the
teacher is teaching mostly Spanish and dancing. It is not

a good program for theBlack.
- I think it is fine. 250
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- Very good - it is overdue.
- I like it.

-; I think it's very good., I think it helps.
- I guess it is alright. It shouldn't be-pushid go hard.
- O.K.

,

Good thing.'
-.Like it veryomach.
- r like it very' much,

- It sounds fine.

- I think they learn both languages.
- I think it is wonderful because my children are learning

to read and write Spanish anal can't...'
-

- 1-like it, think,it is very nice glad they have it.
- It is O.R. Would like for my child to learn ,two languages.
- All for it.
- I thirle it is a good thing, especially if Kicks and Anglos '
are taught Spanish as well as Mexican Americans.'

- I as happy-
- Very strongly.
-.He gusts macho y ojals!que yo pudiera tensfie oportunidad

de aprender come ellos.
r- Para mdeszmuy importante<que'mis nines aprender espaol-y

- Para n(es may importante.
1

Father - I thin* it's a good thing for them to learn.
- I am happy.because my child is learning both languages.
- I think it is very imports
- It is great. It should haVe-been started long before pawl
- No comment.
- It is wonderful.'
- I like it very much - wish it had s tarted sooner,

411#

O. K.

Mete Elemenkary School

Mother - That it clan help the Sphnish - doMinant child. Helps them
to understand what they are learning.
To me I feel is good opportunity.
Que estimuy bier.
I rem ly like it because I want my children to .learn both
langua

- Like it ry much.
- It a good program.
- They should

continue
have it.

- They should continue to have it.
- I like it.
- It good to have it in school.
,- It pod to have it in school.
- That in some ways it's good and not good. Undecided.
- It's ok.

- We're-undecided asto haw wp feel about it.



4

- Very good.. -

- I'm for it. .

tioTbien, que siga )
She likes it because 'thinks it's good for, her children
to kiaw both languages

- They like .it.
- Cood.

--,Minks it's very good for children to learn bot4 languages.
- Think it's very good to know both languages.

.- It's good, because beriiiiiIdn't learn it (Bilingual /Bicultural
classes in sdhooll

.-.She thinks childien should know both languages.
It's good because ve should know our own language;

- I like it.

- Wet say much, since I don't know what it's about.
- It must be good, otherwisethey wouldn't have it.
- Very good.

- It's good for children to know, both languages.
- I think it's good for some children.

Father - That it c help. the Spanish - dominan child. Eelps't:hem
to understand what they are le.arning.
Very good.

- Think it very good "and helpful. .
- ihat it's very good.
- I think it fair for thelYnes that speak mostliSpanish for

them to learn in Spanish.
I- think WS good foe same.schildren.

,f

Palm Elementary School

Bather - Yes,
- He gusta.
- I do not like it to much.
- We think is very.-helpful.

Thinks it'would help child
- No comments.
7 Very good.

-

-.Buena,
Good.

- Child is begging to learn how to read write in Spanish.-
This seems to be a very good class.

- It's done good.

- I like it; it's important to know english and Spanish.
- Don't know,

-
- Approve very much.

t. great.
- Don't know anything about it.
- Like it very much:

- Doesn't like, because child gets, confused, feels that child
isn't learning enough, of either language.

- It's great.-
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It's okay.

- It's okay.
- I think it's gieat.
- I like it very much.
- It's poorly organized. -

- Don't know thi
Father - We think is ve 1pful.

abouf it.
''

- Child is begging.to. earn hdw to read and wrAie, in Spanish.
Ns This seems to be a vial good.clahs.

- Doesn't like, child-gets too confusdd.

Allan Junior High School

Mother - It's a good Project. Yes 'I think the teaching of Spanish is
a very well Project. -BecansmAtt teaches children to baye -

a better relationship with their parents. Whom do not
speak or a word of English.

- I like it very much.
7 It's ok. think it helps children (gpanish speaking) very
much.

- It is a good ;h)ect.
- Can not say because I don't know about the_froject.

=

Martin junior High School

Mother - It's good for some kas that need it.
- Believe in it very strongly and child to know about their

culture.
t Don't know.
- It is a very good project.
- We feel its necessary, for all children.

Father - No-opinion,
- Very important.

Austin High School

Mother - I like the provam, but I don't think all subjects should
be in spanish.

- Goo&
- Good for children.
- Don't know.

- We're in favor of it.
- Is good that we have bilingual in school. r

Father - We're in favor of it,

Johnston High School t 4

Mother - It is gdod. Iem happy that the children will learn correct
Spanish.

.

_- It is fine because children should not be ashamed of his own
langUage.

ti



- It is a good idea.
- I like -it very such.

- I thick itis great;
- It is very VW.- I like, for mr ehildren to learn both
cultures

=-I tbirik it is very4hice. I thihk this is something .that
Should have happened long ago. I, think everybody should
know their culture.. I also rh4TIV the Blacks should know

- more about the MexicsmiAmeTican culture and the Meal
Americana should knob more about. the Black culture::

- Creo que el proyecto estedando uni buena oportani a 1os
,niEbs para aprcnder nuestro idiom*.
It is very definitely needed but I don't care one way or
the other because we teech it to our Childrn at home.

rather - It is very definitely needed but I don't care. one way or
the other because we teach it to our children at home.

4
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so'
Bilingual education means letting children who speak mostly Spanish learn

"Slash at'school. Do you thinly there is too- little, enough or too
ilixigual educajion in the Austin Independeit School 'District?

Mother:
4.

Too Little Enough Too Much 4 'Don't know'
Father: Too Little' Enougli .. Tdo Much -- - 4-Don't Know

SC800T. td or .
PAREW

TOO LIMA

EMBER ;2IUMBER

ENOUgH

(2)-MMUF

'TOO MUCH-4)0HiT

(MEMBER

KNOW

(Z),.
. . ,

Mot W . 35 13 (37) 12 (341 7 (20) 3 (9)--Allison Father 22 - 8 (36) = 10 (46) 2 ( 9)--- 2 (9)-,Both 57 21 (37) '22 (39) 9 (16)` 5 0)
,

Mother 37' 10. (27) 12 (32) .4 (1I) 11 (30)
Govidle Father 7 3 (43k_ 3 (43) 0 ( 0) . -LW)

.
. Both 44 13 (30) 15 (34) 4 -{ 9) (27)

Mother 35 ' 12 (34) 8,(23)- '0 1 0) 15 (43)
Metz Father 20 12 (60) 5 (25) ( 0) 3 (15)

Both 55 24 (43) 13 (24)
.0

0 ( 0) lg (33)

Mother 299, 10 (34) 7 (25) 2 ( 7) 10 (34)
Palm Rather 6 '± 2 (33) '3 .(50) 0 (.0--) 1 (17)'

Both 35 12 (34) 10 (29) 2 ( 6) -11 (31)
4.-

Totals- Mother 136 45 (33) 39A29) 13 ( 9). 39 (29)
Elementary Father 55p 25 (45) 21 (38) 2 --( 4) 7 (13)
Schools Both 191 70 (37) 60 (31) 15 ( 8) 46 (24)

-Allan Mother
Father

5-
1

4 (801
1 (100)

0 ( 0) ,

0 ( 0)
1 (20)
0 ( 0)

0 (,O)
0 ( 0)Jr. High Both 6 5(83) 0 ( 0) 1 (17) 0 ( 0)

i-trtin
Mother 6 3 (50) r

1 (17) . - 0 ( 0) 2 (33)
Father 4 3 (75) 1 (25) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0)Air. 'High
:Both 10 0. (60) 2. (20) -0 ( 0) 2 (2d)

Austin
Mother 7 3 (43) 1 (14) 0( 0)

'

3 (43)
Nigh inther

Both
3

10
2 (67)
5(50)

0 ( 0)
1.(10)

b ( 0)
0 ( 0)

1 (33)

4 (40)
-4((45)
0 ( 0)

(11)
.\(50),

1 (11)
0 ( 0)

Johnston
Mother
Father

9

2

3 (33)
I (50)ugh Both 11 4 (36) 4 (36) - 2 X19) 1 ( 9)

1 Totals- Mother 27
1

' n (48) 6-(22) 2 ( 8)) 6 (22)
Setondavy Father 10 7 (70) 1'(10) 1 (10) 4 (10)
Schools Both 37 20 (54) 7 (19) 3 ( 8) 7 (19)

Totals- 'Mother 163 58 (35) 45 (28) 15 ( 9) 45 (28)
An t

Father 65 32 (49) 22 (34) , 3 ( 5) 81'12)
'Schools -Both \ 228 90 (4,0) 67 (29) 18 ( 8) 53 (23)
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20. WHAT WOULD COQ LIKE FOR

Allison Elementary School

>Moiler - Go on to college.

I Would like my children to finish high school and get a
good job.

- Go on to college and be a football player..
,

- gileva3ran a colegio,
- Whatever they would like to do, go to college or work.
- Work. '.

- Get a higher and better education than I did.
- Go to college.

Go -to college for better jobs.
Find a nice job.

- Go to college.
- Go to College.

- 1 think Bil 1 Program is very good but none of my
children no.t in a :Bilingual except for one of my
children the other children are not.

- Heed more BilingUal teachers and more classrooms.
- Don't know yet; would like for-them to go to college.
- Go to college.
- Go to college,

- Go to work and go to college.
- Don't know.

- Follow their own ambitions.
- Find good jobs. -

- Work.

- If they want to go to college we will manage to send them,
- My son would like to go into electronics - get a job and

continue education. My daughter I would like to go into
nursing..

- To work at something she Met.
- Religious school - teach from there - or whatever else they
want:

- Continue education.

- Go. to college, I wish.

- Get enough education (college if they want or to find good
jobs). ,

- It's their4choice.
- College..

- Continue education; a choice what profession lty are
interested in.

CHILDREN TO DO AFTER HIGR SCHOOL?

- I would leave it up to them.
.Father 1- Go on to college.

= Go. to college for better jobs.
- Go to college.

- Follow their own ambitions.
- Work,

- Start their lives as they want - make them into good persons.
I. want them: to get good jobs c d not suffer like us at poor jobs.

6
. ,
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- Quiero que ellos se den cuenta que sin DLis y Su educacion
nce,puedenhacer nadk!

-Continue education
- Si.

- "Go to college, I wish. t

- Get enough education (college if they want or to find good_
jobs };

. It's their choice.
- College.
- I would leave it up to him.

Goval/e Elemantiiii-School

Mother - I would like for them to go to college and study alot,more
for their future so they Oen have a good job. .

- I would like for them to go to college.f
- I would like for them b4ogo to college to study for doctors,
or lawyers; but it-is up to them. But I will encourage the:it
to do so.

- It is up to thelm,,
- Go to college.
- Whatever they want to.
- Go to college and finish.

- Go to college, finish, and.if that is not possible I would
like for them to take up a trade.

- Go'to college.

It is hard to_sey. I would like for them bofind a good Sob
and he independent.

- 'I &Snit know. It is too pon.
- Up to the child what he wants to do but I would like for th6a

to learn a trade or go to College.
- It is left up to the children.
- It is up to them.
- I haven't
- Whatever they choose.
- Finish college.
- Go- to college and finisht.
- Don't isitcmt.

- Would like for them to finish college and get a good.job..
- I would like for them to find a good job, or'what they would'

like to do.

- Further his education in whichever field he prefers.
- Would like for him to attend college and get his degree.
- I would like for.ihem to go to college:
- Go to college.
- Go to college and finish. r

.

- Leave it up to them.
- Go to college.

- For the boys learn a trade, for the girl - secretary.
- Go to college.
- Keep on learning.

- He gustare que siguieran estudiando pars que se preparen
pare el futuro,

7
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5H-4 ,



- He giistar?a que
- He-guitar& que
una carrera.

- Me EustSr6 que
cairiii.-

For them to.p_to collegd.
I:hope they can goto college.
Whatever they want.
Go to college.

Go to college, finish, and get a good
A variety of fields in order to get a
Take over his business - concrete.
Go to college and finish since he did
trinity.

Metz Elementary School

Father -

r

-fueriin a colegio.

piguieka.n estudiatdo y se_ preparen Para

"fu.eran a colegio y que'estudiaran una

Mother - Gb to college. -

- My boys go to college,
for good career job.
For them to go to,,,callege.

Hope:that they continue on to collegeb-
- For my daughter to getim good job.
- Hope for my child to continue on to college be a doctor or

lawyer.

Hope for lay child toliontinue on=-to college'be a doctor or
lawyer.

- Get sage kind of trade or go. to college.
- Whatever they want to,do.
- Get a job because We-canftvand.thrmn.to college.

-- Que estudie.

- Hope that they get a good trade with what. education "they.get.
- Whatever they want.
- Go to college, that'S if they want to, so that they will
be able to better themselves.

Since they are at a small age, Z would like for them to come
,home andrest, then for:them to do their homework. .."

- Whatever they want to do,.hut Z like for them to continue on
to college.

- Z Timid leave it up to them,
- Me gustar/4 que sigUierau estddiando aii..

Lo que ellos querauser, Si es posible que sigan 41 colegio.
- Eric is-a baseball player. .0

- She *ould like them to do.wbetever they want to be. ut
would like'them to go to college.:

- Go to college.
- To goon to college.
- For child to go on to college, get a g job.
- To learn a trade they could learn and t.
__- To linishIstgh school. Train for a job.
- Go to college, if they like,

job.

godajob.

not have. the oppor-

girls 1 year in college and

Go to college.
- Get espod job.'

258
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S.

..

' tis - ,To work in -an offiCe.

ark

: (

- - It would be up: to them. .

.,

-. likirie. '

0

.. - I' r-votild like for them to work.

- Would like for them to go on to University. Get an. .
- ftlsier job- than we have. .

.

.
. .

,

- Whatever they want. -
.

:

- Witatemi they decide .td be. '-' .

.

. ' - If possible work their way through. College, ...

Father -.GO to college .

.f

' -.For-them tb o to college, ,

-Olish thaf.they continue on to college
- -

,Get a good fob.. ( .1
. .'..

- Qae. se gradue en nna materia.1
.

,,,. ' ,------

- Go to- college, that' f 'they want to, so -that Iley will be--
00, able ti% better th . 4

Go. through college i stable' and get a good 'fob.
--15epetuis -on what they learned.
- To work. and do what they want 'to. -

.. - -- If pwible work their way 'through college.
..,

.

Palm Elementary School- - .

.---?.:-__... -
.

/

- Go on with their education.
- Furean a colegio.'

.

., -, - It' s up, to they to decide.
1., - -4te vayan a la uitiversidad.

.1 - Whatever Paul wants to do -and
- Si.

- Yes.. t

7 To continue-with their education.:-
- To get a go6d job...

, 1
.-,

%.. Depends,On children.

:.,- Depen4s on chi2drent
- DepenCtuon them,
- Depends on Children.
',...R-ftends on children.

- That' s. her daughter' s 'choice. f
.

- Go to college, but It all depends on them. .
,

. - Dependi on children; but would like them to go, to college.
Depends onchildren.

_ _ .,- .-

L Find a good job and continue their educaticin. /
, . .

.Co on to college. -..- .

GOOd job.;: , . )_ .

- Get good jobs,, but depends oft chi/dren.
%, *-. Depends' on. Children. .

k Depends on children.
:: Depends on children
- Finish college but ch IdrerE.

C .Depends odtchildren:

.

can -do. It' _s up .to

e

Father - furean a nolegio

Que layah a la universidad.
1
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-
- Yes.

-4 To get a good. job.

- No comment, will wait till day co es.
«

- Deiendfron children."

=A1lan- Juror= Irish School

MOther 7 Get'a job.
- Go to college.-

- ao tegmmal4

Earth; Junior High School

'Mater-''zzCoIlegee if not, get a good job,.
- Go to college.
=Get a good job. -

- Learn a good trade and set a good job.
- Be-able to work where they can learn some kind 01 trade

and also 'have responsibility. 4
Father - To go into Military service.

- Whatever
_

he wants.
.

Be able to work where they can learn some kind 05 trade.:

0

-

1

Austin High 'School

Mother - Would like for get a deCent job,'to where they
wouldn' t .have to labor work. .

4.

Go on to college. 1

To keep on with school. College,
.- GO to university. .

- We, Would like for im to go to college, if possible.
Work and study. -.

.s. Qo to college. t.

Go to college. : .

. Father - Get a job and work or go to college.

.s. Johnston High School\ . ,

. - . *.

.
,..

.

t ... .

. -MOthev- I would like for her to go tO college.
, -i -*Continue'their education. -

- Left up to.him.
- Go to cOITVge.
- Take a business nurse, .

..

- Can't say - I ldi'them make up their ownmind.-Although, .

I want them to continue their educatiOn.
- -Go to college and finish.

4

- Go to collegek. As a mat r.of fact, Charm, ae-has already
registered incollega. .00

Me gustarta clue fuera a colegio. s= ry -

Father - 'to td college and fini

S

9
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"
. 'Aie:you satisfied -04h the education your children are receiving in sch6ol?

Mostly -Mostly
MOther: Yes : -Satisfied Dissatisfied_

Mostly Mostly
Satisfied Dissati'sfiedPathan,,

I

O

I

Yes

I

No lindectded

No . Ihkiecidict

- ,
SCHOOL' 'PARENT

NUMBER

OF
PARENTS

YES

NUMBER Z

MOSTLY -6310STLY

shispfED"ATISFIED-
NUMBER

DIS.

4111433ER

NO

:11,!...n 4.1 . an.133: 4

. .
Allison

Mother
Father
Both

34
18

' 52

25 (74)
12 (67)
3Z (71)

8 (24)
-ii

*5 (28)

13 (25)

1 (43)
1 ( *)
2. ( 4)

'13 (0)
0 (0)

.

-0 (0) -

0 (0)
0 (0).
0 (0)..

-;...

Govalle
Mother
Father
Both

37 ,,,.

- 11
48

..,.

26 (70)
2. (64)

33.(69)

6 (16)
2 (18>
8 (17),

2 ("6)
I ( 9)
.3 ( 6)

3 (8),
0 (0)
3 (6) .

0 (6)-
1 (9)
1 (2)

Metz *

Mother
Father
Both

36

20

: .56

31 (86)
18 090
49 (88)

3 ( 8),,

1 ( 5) ,

-4 ( 7)

1 ( a
4) (II)

1 ( 2)

.0 (0)'
1-0)
0., (0)

1 .(3)
1 (5)
2 (4)

Palm.

./

Mothe;
.Father

Both -
.

32

4

36/

16 (50)
2 '(50)

18 (50)

9 (28)

0 (- 0)
9 _(25).

5*(16)
2 (50)
7 (19,)

2 (6)
0 (0).
Z (6)

0 (0)
0 (0);
0 (0)

To.\=-
Fa tav
Schools.

Mother
Father
Both

1

5

192

98 (70)
'39 (73)

37 (71)

26 (19)
8 (15)
34 (17)

9 ( 6) ''
4 ( 8).

13 ( "Y)

c
5 (4)

0 (0)
5 (3)

1 (1)
2 (4)

v. 3 (2)
:

Allah
Jr. High

,
Mother.

Father
Both

61

1

6

2 (40)

1 (100)
3 (50))

. 1-(20) (40)
Cr ( 0) 0 '( 0)
1 (17)T 2 (33)

0 0)1,
040111".-0
0 (0)

0 (0)
CO).

4) (0)

Martin
Jr. High :

Mather
Father.
,Both

'8
-3
11. V

7 (87)
.2 (&7)
9 (82)

1 (13) ',CI ( 0)
1 (33) '' -'...0 -(' 0)

. 2 (18) 0 ( 0>

0(0)' .

.0 (0) .

0 (0)

0 (0,
0 (0)
0 (0)

...
Au'stin

, 114,h

.

Mother
Father
Both

.
9
z

11

,
4 (45)
1 (50)

5 (46)

. 3 (33) 1 (11)
0 ( 0) 1 (50)

3' (27) 2 (18)

1 (11)
0 (0 .

1 (9)

0 (0)
0 (0) .

0 (0). -
_

Johnston'

' High

MOthe
B ther

Both

6
4

10

5 *(83)
-4* (100)
9 (90)

1 (17) 0 ( 0)
0 (.0) - 0 ( 0) -:-`
1.--(i0) 0 ( 0)

0 .(0) .

. 0 (0)
.0 tO)

0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (9) -*

Totals-
Setondary.
Schools

Mother
Father
Both .

2S-

10
' 38

.
18 (64)

8 (80)
26 (68)

6 (21) --.
.
3(11) _

--1. (10 - 1 (10)
7 (18) . 4=(11)

1 (4)
.0 (0)
:1 *(3)

0 , (0)
0 (0)
010)

Totals-An'
Schools,

-liother

Father
Both..

167
63

230
.

a

16 (69)
47 (75)
63 '(71)

32-(19) 1,2 ( 7).
9 (14). 5 ( 8)

41 (18) 17' ( 7)

6 (4)
0 -(0)?
6 (3) ,

1 (1)
2' (3) .."
3 -(1)

4'
*

*It

/-



Db you feel welcome in your child'a school?

Fer: Yes) , No Undecided

Mother: Yes No Undecided
alt

.

SCHOOL
'w '

PARENT
NUMBFR'

13F

PARENTS

',YES

NumBER_Ul

NO
.

NUMBER (Z)

UNDECIDED

NUMBER (2)
.

-

Allison
Moth.er

Father
Both

_

'33'
19

52

31 C 9
15 ( 7
46 (18)

2 ( 6)
3 (16)
5 (10)

0 (0)
1 (5) -

1 (2v,
i

Gt:ivIrlie

Mother
Father.
Both

38
9

47

38 (100)
9 (100)

,47 (100)

0 ( 0) .

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0)

,

Betz/
Mother
Father
-Both" .

38

19

57

1 36 ( 9A)

'18 ( 95)
54 95)

1 ( 3).

0 (.oy
1 ( 2)

1 (3)

1 (5)

2 (3).

-.

.-

0
Palm

Mother'.

Father 4
Both

33
10

43

26 ( 79)
9 (90 }_

35 81)C
__.

7 (21)

1 (10)
8 (19)

0 CD)
0 (0)
0 (0)

Totals-
,Eleisentary

Schools
I

Mother
Father
Both

J42
57

199

131 ( 92)
51 ( 89)
182 ( 91)

10 ( 7)
.4 (.7)

14_( 7)

1 (1)
2,44)

3 (2) i

Allan
Jr. High

Mother
Father
Both

5

1

6

r

4 ( 80).

1 (100),

5 ( 83)

F

.

1 (20)

0 ("0)

1 (17)

0 (0)
0 (0)

0 (0)

1

Nartin
Jr. High

ANk#,,,,_
lathe
Both

6

4
10

-

-

6 (100)
4 (100)

10 (100)
.

0 ( 0) ...

0 ( 0)
0 ( 0)

0 (0)

0 (0)
0 (0).

, Auitin
High

.-

Mother
Father'
Both

>,

8

3

11

7.( 87),

:4 (160)

10 ( 91) '

0 (0)
0 ( 0) 4(`"--
0 ( 0)

-

1 (13)

.
= a (0)

t (9)

Johnston
High

Mother
_Father -

BOth

.

9

2

11

.

8 ( 89).

1 ( 50)

9 ( 82) .

.

1 (11)
1 (50) ,

*2 (18)

.

0 (0)
0 (0,4
0 (0)

.

Totals.;
Li:mix*,
Tchools

Mother
Father .

28
10

25 ( 89)
-9 ( 90)
34 (.89)

2 (,7) .

14110)

3 (8)

1 (4)

0 (0)
1 (3)

-Totals:-

All
Schools

. Mother.

Father
Bbth

17.0'

67
237

156 ( 92)

60 ( 90)
216 ( 91)

12 ( 7,),...

5 ( 7)

17 ( 7)

. 2 (1)
2 (3)-
.4-(2)

262.7:
11-50



_ Appendix I

INSTRMENt-REPORT

WORKSHOP RUCTION QUESTIONNAIRE

1

,Date/Period of Aeministration:

Pcpplation:

AAtinistered by:

Data Coilected by:

*IP It63
t

Auguit 15, 1973

.Particitants it Si pr Workshop

Office of Evaluation Staff.

Office of evaluation Staff

.
1



DESCRIPTION OF SUMMER WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

of adialstrations of the'inatrumai

-Loca on of administration

11.s.rtin Junior High _School.

Froblams with the measure or with the administration which might
affect the-validity of the measure

None
-"

- Training of the administrators

Hone

c

"Brief'description of the instrument

4
Questionnaire asking for, ratings of eadh:ilorkshop session anI general
comments

'Rationale for the instrument

`Assess participants' reactions to training

_...Developer of the instrument

Office of Evaluation staff

Development of the instrument

Ir

Eftication staff generated items appropriate to all workshop sessions.

Standardization of the instrument

None

. Reliability and validity of the instrument

No data available



O

BIL1NGUAL/BICUBTURAL WORKSHOP EVALUATION

Administered August 17, 1973

Teachers' Responses.

Purpose: *

01.

1. to determine the opinion of those who attended the different workshops
on the quality of the sessions;

2.. to determine the benefit that they received from the session;
3. to estimate their need for further work in the particular area that

that session covered.

Humber written in the coluums are the mean of the answers giveneby; all
the teachers who answered the particu/at question. The number of those teachers
did answer the qu'eation shown. in column one ("rate session for quality")
is indicated in the column entitled "Did You Attend This Session?" The
means have been rounded to one decimal poirit (tenths).

3. Source,of datd: Computer Job #AZAD 7617002; 13 September 19731 University
of Texas Computation Center run.

4. Only data from teacher who attended the workshop is utilized.



ra

2

ial Security #
rcle Your Position: Principal

Aide Volunteer Other:(Teacher)
1

.

August 13-17 Bilingual /Bicultural Workshop Evalvatiom
01.

--1/444.-

Session

.

Did You
Attend This
Ses.sion?

If Yes, Rate Session
From 1 to S For .Quality

(With'r-5=Poor, 1- Excellent)

If Yes, Rate Session
From 1 to 5 for Benefit
Received (5=No Benefit,
l'Much Benefit)

Rate
For
Work
(5=Much
1=No

Your Need'
Fur ther .

in Topic
More,'

Mote Needed:

Program Overview n=148 2.0 2.2 2.4
.

Cqltural Guide --n=120 - .

2.6
2.8 --

. 3.0'

State Wide Bilingual Design n=117 2.9 3.1 2.8

3.3-----

3.0'----

SSIdc Oral Spanish n=34 1.7 2.11

ESL u-150-
1.7 1.7

Tec'.iques and Strategies
for Language Learning n=71

2.5 2.8
_

3.0
Spanish'Mini -course.

n=104, 1.9 2.0 4.1

Mexican American History
n=61 1.6 1.7 3.4

The Bilingual Child -

"Who Is He?"
n=5-7 2:2 2.3 2.7

Spanish and English - Se
pareden o no?

2.3 - 2.5 .3.1
Blank Language & Culture:
Right On or Write Off

n=106 11.7 1.8

- fop

V3.3
:

Mexican American Folklare
.

n=93 Z.0 2.2 3.5
information Please! Bilingual
Dissemination Center n=31 2.4- ' 2.5 .

.

1.2
ltw Vistas for Bilingual
Education - n=14 1.9

.

1.9 3.1

language Assessment (EIementiry) n.29
1.9 4° -

2.0 ' 3.0
Mot Only on. Sunday -

socAoreligioug Comments
Illeek and Brown

n=56 4.0 .
.

3.9 2(3,1 67
.



Session -

.

Did You

Attend This=
Session?

If Yes, Rate Session
'Fromq. to 5-foriQuality
(With 5=Poor, 1=Excellent)

.

If Yes, Rati Session
From I it 5 far,Reneftt-

Received (5=No Benefit,
1=Much Benefit)

Rate Your Ne'elif

For Further-VOA in
Topic (5= Much Nora
1=No More Seeded)

deas-for Secondary Bilingual .--rorn.

Teaching
2.3

.

.

2.4 3,4

What Does Language Tell Us
-About Culture* n"57

.

2.4 :

.

2.6
.

3.1

.

I;=65 1,2
-*

-

...---4 0
.

I

..

7 7
Language .Development through

Rac rt luale

3.1
Co unit* Concerns: Bla.a.

_-- and Brown
-
n=44

.

2.9 . 2.9

n=57

.

.

.

2.1

.

'' 3.1

litriosai Zama, Dances and
Songs, Primary

*.-
.

Spanish Ninicourse 1
n=79

.

1.7
_. 1.9 __ 4.0 .

n=78 1.6, _ 1,8 4.0
Spanish -Ninicourse 11

.

t .

Fiaicanlames, ces and
_songs, Interned e

n=45 1.7
.

__

-2.0

,

3.1

,

Pile Festival IP Fradva"
. n=29

,
2.3 2,6 3_e

1Katerials Exhibits :
n=82. 2.0 . 2.0 3.3

Bilingull Multicultural Mimic
s-Pro n=97 1. 6 2.0- . 3.2:ram

'Bilingual,Aides . -
n=2 2.5 ,

. 3.0 3.0 --

Black Culture and the COurboy
.

c
TA122 2.2 2.2 -

,

3.0

Facilitating Classroo;Interacti..
for Hunan Development
a
a

Ctoup-Techniques'for the Clam.

n4145

.-
n=159

2.0

'2.2 -- .

.

2.1

2.3

.

3.2

4(3



3ffe-

-Session
t

Glade Level Sessioni
1st & 2nd Bilingual _

1st & 2nd Monolingual

3rd and 6th Grades
.A

Secondary Bilingual

Secondary Monolingual

Did You
Attend This
Session?

f-yes, Rate Session
From 1 to 5 for Quality
(With 5-Poor, 1T/Excellent)

If Yes, Rate Session
From 1 to/5 for Benefit
Receive/8 (5=No Benefit,
1=Much Benefit)

R ate Your Need
For Further Werk it
Topic, (5=Nuch More
1 =N° More Needed)

n=20 2.3 2.3 3.8

n=25 1.1. ,1.2 3.5

nulO 2.0

2.3

2_1

2.4

- 2-9 -
4.1n=20

11.62 2.2 -2.1

Wbat topics not covered in this workshop session, do you-feel would have been beneficial?
1-4

CN

`7 . -e .r 4'
. .

Which was the very best session ydu Attended? -

1/0

C0i6entS

2,70
. 271.
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Ofle:

32I1NGUALMICULTURAL WORKSHOP EvAtuATIoq

Administered August 17, 1973

* Total. &espouses;
POncipals, Teachers, Aides, Volunteers and Othirs

1. to determine the opinion of those who attended the different workshops
. -on the quality of the session;

. 2. to determine the "benefit that theq received from the session;
3. to estimate their need for further work iu the particular area that-

that session covered.

ssro

.
Nisbet written in the columns are the mean of the answers given ,by all

.those Om attended. the workihop if and only if they answered _the question.
liae number of those who _answered the q4stion ehown in colunii one ("rate
session for, quality") is indicated in the colunii entitled "Did You Attend.
This Session?" The means listed have been rounded to one dicinsal-point
(tenths),

3-. SoUree Computer Sob #AZAD 761Z004; September.1973. University
- of TexagiComputafion Center. run.

,

-
Data dolleated.was from ail who attended:-

Jt



H-
-CO.

4

cirae Your Pasition: Principal. j
.Teaaer Aide Volunteer Other:(TOTAL)

. 00' .:.School

4

1

. 5

.-

Session .,
.

. .

Did You
Attend This
'Session?

,

-

_If Yes, Rate Session
Frem 1 tci'5 For Quality
(With 5=Poorr 1=Excellent)

,

'
.

If.tes, Rate Session A'
From '10,5 for Benefit
Received' (5=No Benefit,

I'Much Benefit)' .
-

.
___

Rate
'Por
1Work

(5=Huch1M0Ae,
liN8=11prilieedtd)p

Your Need

.

.

FurEher
ih Topic

Pragraol Overview

. .

2.0
, -

. .

. -2.2
,

. 2.5; '

-Cultural Guide
, .,

n=1

: -,

2.7
.

, .

,

.

3.1

,

'

Stite %die Ellin- alApesi:
.

n=129 2.9 h. .

.

3.0 2.8'
1.4..- -*nal Spanish

,...,----7.--
)x=39 1.7 1

k531 - . Ira 1.7 ' .=. 1.7 . . 3..0

Techniques and Strategies_
.....rimgftloalje Learni n48r,

-
,

2.5.

-

. 2.8 . , 3.0 .

Spanish Mini-coarse
n=112 1.9 .

. .

2.0. 4,1
)1

kfexidah.emerican History ,

.
.

1 6' . 1.7' , 3.2 .

the Bilingual Child -,
.

"Who Is -H e? "
am=67

. .-
. .

2.2 ' '. x =2.3 .

. .

- 2.6

Spanish tl:d--.English - Se
.....

paraven 9 no?

IIMIIIIIIIIIIIIEIPMIIII
,

n=102

.

2.1

. .

.

.

. .

,-2.2'

.

3.3

'3.4

t

iaank /mngvage & Culture: -

Right On or ite Off

,

Mexican American olklore
,ji

Information Please! Bilingual
ssemina.t4on Center

____----- INIE .

New Vistas for Bilingual
, .

Education .1
.

'n=16 2.0- -. . 1.8 ' 3.0
.

Language Assessment4(ElemenharY) n.35
.

-2

.

2.0 .

..4

3.0
t oriy on Sunda/ - .

So foreligiain Foments
Black aryil Brown ,

#

fli* .nn

- . -,



essLon

Did `Foy 2 Yes, 4tate. SeSSLdn 1i Yea, Rate S4pien
Attend This From I to 5 for Quality, Prom I to 5 for Benefit
Session? ,(With 5=Popr, I=Excellent) Receivedop=No Beadfit,

finch Benefit) ,

Rate Your Meal
For .hr"-rher Stork. in
Topic (50ruch More
laiNo More ;seeded)'

3,angliage Deveinmen't through
Rotic-Ifusi

Coemenity Concerns: Black
and. Brown-

Film.rettivar fl) Treed-Om

_Materials Exhibits

Multicultural.Msie
Program -

4Iingual Ayes

.1)1aek Culture and the Cowboy

Facilitatint Classroom interaction
for Human Delielopment.

iG mr1,5,-

;Group TetIrniques for the CPasstIr11:.. %

nii176
AY'

-4 2.2



, Did You If Yes, Rate Session
Attpd This. From 1"to 5 for Quality .

4 Session? .tKith 5=Poor, litExcelIent)

If Yes, Rate Session-
From 1 to 5 for Benefit
ReceiVed (5-Bo Benefit,
limMach Benefit)

tate Your' Heed-
For Further Work in

TOpic,(5*Kuch)iar
1=Ho Yore Needed)

Grade Level Sessions
1st ft 2nd BiIiimpal n6 2.3 2.4

1 3.5

3.4
6th'

Setirt4atly Bilinj

Sedendary----

.4*1 What'

P
Which -was the vary best session you attended?

..4.
. ,

cs not covered in this workshop session, db you feel woUld'have been-beneficial?

.2-.9--
3.8

3.6

Comments

v

277'

4

' '
278.

ao



. .

BiLiNGUAL/BICUITUMALWORiSHOP EVALUATION. August 17, 1973

,Ibewifollowing is a summary of the significant answers that were given for
the. ffeal.threi questions on the instrument. Many of those*Inirndance

answered- -With more than just a single, unieorm response. Many not
respond to all of the questions. When a response for a particular
question actually pertained more to a different question, it was so inter-
pretediathia.analysis, Only eight did not respond:to any of the questions.

1. Whet topic's not covered in this workshop session, do you feel would
have been beneficial? H -

--
There were no new acadeiic subjects that were predoettlittly mentioned.
Some did want more of the Spanish language eourees, paiticularly the
everyday and slang Spanish and Black English that the kids use. More
sessions dealing with history, folklore', and culture of the blaik and of
the Chicano were also asked for. Some suggested that the basics of each
workshop session should not be skipped, and that even the obj
e Bilingual/Bicultural class should be analyzed and explained
detail. In,general, they wanted he sessions to give tore help with
Practical, or method, problems;-how to actually conduct a bilingual
"class; bow to know which books and materials are good and how to ptesent
them; how to teach. particular types of classes, such as math, which
happen to be bilingual; and how to reach the parent& of the children.
Some wanted the problems of the black child to be given more emphasis.
There were several who wanted.more sessions aimed at the secondary level.
Some others wanted more session& for aides.

---2,-liturt.was the very best-teetCon that] you attended?

e sessions that were named most frequ ntly (with the first session listed
being that named most; the second list that named second most; etc.).were
Spanish Miniconrses; Right OdarExite Off; Language Development Through
Hock Musitexicaa-American History; Mexican-American Folklore; Bilingual
MulticulturiT'llUaie; ESL; Mexican Gazes, Dances, and Songs; and Black Cul-
ture and the Cowboy (Many also listed Dr. Parkins' lecture as being very
good). Most of the sessions were named at least once. Most rdtsponded
with more than one inswer-- Many responded yith the name of e lec-
turer or with an incorrect session title: It has been attempted to add
-ithes---r4sponses to the correct session.

Commen6.

Most of those who attied'thought that the wotkshap was very good...broaden-
ing, very useful, professional with good variety,.....exciting, motIveting,
good for all grade Levels, nest even . Others some practical complaints
such as the smallness ipd hotness of the rooms, e poor sound system,
etc. Some suggestdd that fewer of the sessions . of the lecture style
and that more 'be style,of the small -group sle, e the'teacherscould express -

themselves more and(*.act to each othei.'.-everal thought that the workshop
was weak'in giving them practical hele with books, materials, and methods
in teaching the minority child. Some wanted fewer single sessions and
more sessions which coincided and fro which they could choose which
one to attend. Others,'however, tholah fewer in number, objected that some
sessions did 'coincide or overlap. Seveial wished that therelwould be more
sessions aimed at pai-ticular especially the secondary. 'Many

/wanted follow-up workshops to be help during the year.- '

114
.4

lirferenbe: The resOonies (6 these questilons have been analyzed and,eategorizefl.
in more detll. Thls 4ocumont is 'vailble in our office to any

-a*". who would. case tin .see
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Appendix J

INSTRINEffr REPORT

EACH WOA&SHOP ASSESSMEST FORM

iod of Administrations :

Population:.

Ad ministered by:

Data Collected by:'

a

Nir,

s,

a

"" Aug. 13, 1973

cyarticipants in Summer Workshop
1

4 .

.Office of EvaluatiotSta ff

Office of Evaluation Staff

J-1- 280

4

4



DpaairlION OR TEACHER WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT FMOR

/Umber 'of administrations of the Instiument

One .

Location of administration
.

Martin Junior Hi School
$

t
..,

..-

----/
- .

`ad

Problems with the measure oevith the administration vhich might
affect the validity of the measure

:

ifety Many open -ended its vhich are diffialb tc? score.

Training.of- the administrators - ,

None

.,----7'
..

.--

irief description ofthe instrument - -

z Its rela,ng to Bilingu4 Education in Texas and in Austin
....i..- ..._ ._...

.
i

Rationale for the instrument

To measure gain'in knowledge of bilingual education and cultures
during Summer Worksttop.

Dev\keperof the instrument'

'.

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory

Development of the instr=ent-

SEDL provided objectives by AISD from I/bleb:4o genetate items.-
- ,

_

Standardimation of the trmmeWt-

None

0
Reliability and validi4 of the instrumen t

P
#

,No .data: `avai3 able.
F

J -2 28j

.

6."



4

BUMMER %ORKSHOP ASSESSIEW

4 4

The. arlginal'ESAA Bilingual7Biculturai Project proposal, outlined
a three week workshop prior to the start of_the school year for d/
teach in Project schools.: However., for various reasons the.
activities were conducted for only,ane week. As a result, the --.
planned pre /post assessment design beemme only a single P-!itriniatration
measure. The results of the instrdment administered ghost a definite
-linfalailiarity by teache5ca of many aspects of the Bilingual Program

. in Texa as Veil as in Austin. .

1
1

The Teacher 5forkithop Assessment Form vas developed by Southwest
Educatipial Development Laboratbries. There are two major parts,
one on bilingual education and another on cultural awareness.

--;

Mb data collEcted during the 1973workshop iay be useful intaking
comparisons with data collected oft either the entire instrument or

, parts of it at future datgs. With no compariion data no pre/
post ministration, the only` conclusion which can be made nowis
that the scores indicate a level of knowledge about bilingual
education which is much lower than the Project staff would want.

ablel lfsts the objectives being tested and the-items'on the in-

..

rument corresponding to each. Table 2 Mows the scores made for
adh item by the workshop participants ;11 relation to the,meadmum

possible scores. Tab .e 3 is a frequency table for participants'
scores on each item; Overall, participants received about 60
out of a Possible 160 total points. .

.:



Objectiyas_
-

A. Participants will Understand the State -wide Bilingual Design

B. participants viii undeistadd our local program, Objectives,
goals and policies

TABLE 1

r 4
Workshop Objectives-and Corresponding Items

C. Participants will learn to use the CulturklbGuide developed
A.0

' by Region 13:II

--Participants will have an understanding of the need for oral
language development dhd reading in ESL

Paricipantsats will have an understanding of the need for oral/
language development and ruing in SSL

F.' The participants will develop the interactive process

G. Participan4 viii experience a multicultural awareness and
. will learn to use the materials and techniques presented

Each participant will exhibit a positive attitude towirA
parehtal involvement

I., Eadh participant will be able to.dcannstrate the skill
necessary-to make a home visit

J. Participants will gain cultural awareness 1

4.

Item (s)

1 .

,2

3

10, 11

13

1

4, 5, 6,
'7, 8, 9

re
I

4;
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TABLE 2

krersge Points Earned on leather Workshop Assessment Instrument

t r

.

Items/lumber

'

Item Description
.

-. ,

Maximum
Possible
Polite

Mean for
Project Teachers

Mean fOr

Non-Project
Teachers

Overall
Keay

...

. 1

1 2.

3

./10

11

2a-

12b

.25,

16

.

. ,

Statewide program: list 10 objectives .

_

:Local progress: List 4 explain 3 components

Use of materials: lesson plan based on

/ Cultural Guide

'BM: Classification of phonological and/or'
syntactic errors,

134L: Assessment of language daminance '

SSL: Importance of SSL for English spmeksma

SSL: Explanation of answers to 12t

Teachinglachniones: Write recall &Sm-
''pribeneivequestion

-""-- _

Teaching techniques: WFsic for developiLg

self image

5

5

W
10

10

10

10

-

.

: .78

'.70"

1.65

3.76

. 2.53

5.27

3.64.

4.63

.

3.2.1

:

;*

.

-

1.03

1.20 .

.

.3.03
,

.

3.62

4.31

6.55

5.1T

3.96=

' f

i..2if

it

t

,se

.81,

g6

1.82

3.74

2.75
,

5.
g

4,01

itt'5

'..00

Bilingual Items 84 26.27

. .

31.11

.

26.87

13

ik '

.

4

5

6

-

8
t.,

9

1

.

,

Parent involvement: 5 ways to encourge sup:.

- port

involenent:- 3 skills for making home

' Cultural Awareness: identification & deft-

nitien of phrases ^

ural awareness: definition 7' English

ft

Cultural awareness: definition of Spanish

terns

Cultural awareness: Black stUdites peer
Iho3speration .

-

Cultural awareness: Mexican-American

stte-entss deference to adults
. .

..

Cultural entireness: Black status through

verbal -1-,aripulet I -

.

2A

10

10

10

1b .

.

2.54

4.93-

3.29

- 4.51

2.49

5.36

5.32

3.1.0

.

3.93

!;.75

3.51

5.31

4.10

7.58.

6.72

/26

s

X
2.71-

-

4.91

3.32

4.61

2,69

5.64

5.50

.

3.38

.

s

Bicultrual /tee-s 31.74 '39.86 32.76

Total Test 58.01 79:21

..

59.63

.

..

- I
4

.

.

. .

* 203 29 232
. .

a

-Pe
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TABLE 3

9

,FREQUENCI,DISTRIBUTION OF /T EM SCORES 01
TEACRER WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT,

Sucnei 1973 .

.

Local
Program

RIZ.131121111,
Uses
Materials,

English as a .

Second Litnguag'e
Simmicch as a
Second Language

Teaching'
Techniques

Parent
Involvement

JTOUTRVRAL
.

,
-

Awareness

Stateuidet

Program
Itemstl
Jo.. ----J 1 2

.

3, 10 11 12a 3.2b 15 . 16
- _-
... 1, 14

_cultural

5. 6 : 7 8* 9

la points

_

- - 12
.

0

..n '.
-- 2

17

4T

0

126

0

93

0

_ 102

.co

66 ,

o

47 89 .
.,,, ...,

0 '03

0

0.

7

6

4. - 99 88,,

0 0 '
59

9 points

8poInts - - 12 13 0 : 0 0 0 0 11 0 4.1; , 22
. ,

6 0 0

71:oints - - 0 . 34. 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' "3- 0. 29 18. . 0 0

6p.oints - - : .
16 *24 ,. 0

.

0 0 0 19 0 15 35
a .. ..

19' 0 0 _ 0

ints 0, 40

. ..-
'0 0

.

- 0 1.8 61 _Y-
4 points 1 -0 18 . 17 0 - 0 0 . 0- 0:L_&C)-

0-

'6

`i
1510.

30 2 0 '0 03 int 14 0 8

-.. , #
,

't
5

0 0

2 points 39 36 6

,
7 -0 0 Q

,
0 0- 26 1 0 2g* 26 . 41 - O '-.. 0 0

ippint .57 0 0

_

4 0

,
.
" o .6 . 0 0

,

0,,_

123.

.0/
18-?i,

---,-:?.
719-

.10

18.

"
- 20'

.
0 0 -

-
73 /2 '65

0

134()points 119 161& 168 i 87 145

.

106

. ,

.139 123 1,9
Overall
IlLeatl .81 6 1.82 3.74 2. 5.43 4.01' 4. 3.00 2.7'1 4.1

.
4.61

i2. .64. . 0 3.38
1-Seca for
Przeject

School

-

.78
,

.70 1.65 3.76 2.53 ..._5.27 3.84 4.63 3.11 2.54 4:93
i

3.29- 4.51 . 2.49 *5.36: 5.32
4

3.30

Kean for
non-Pro-
jest
school

1.03 1.20
. t

3.03

'

3.62 4.31 6:55 5.17, 3.96 2.24 .3..93 4.75 .
9

3.51 5..3;
.i.

-

4..10 3.58 6.72

.

3.96

285
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Appendix K
p

INSTRUMENT REPORT

NOVEMBER 6 WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

1

.

Data /Period 4fAdrInistration: November 6, 1973

,

.,
-

.

. PApulation:. . Participants ,In Workshop
, .. S

. Administered liy: Project Staff
..^,..

.
.

.*. '
.

.... Data Collected by: 't, Office of Evaluation Staff
0.

"

K-1
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,
DESCRIPTION OF NOVEMBER 6 WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Number of administratio of the instrument
\

One ,

,Location of administration

Carruth Administration Building

Problems with the measure or with the administration which might
affect

elt

t_he validity of the measure

None.

Training of the administrators

None

. t '

Brief description'Of the instrument f

Participants reacted to items related to each workshop session attended,
.4C

Rationale for the instrument

Measure opinions of workshop held by partiaipanEs.

Developer of instrument

Office of Evaluation~ staff

Development of the instrument

c.

Bilingual staff outlined activities and consultants. 'Evaluation staff
developed appropriate items.

Standardizationof the instrument,

None

geliability and validity of the instrument

No d.ita available

K-2 288



AUSTIN,INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division Of instruction and Development
'Department of Educational Development

k Office of Evaluation
ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural, Project

.Inservice Evaluation - November 61973-

Tiote Bilingual/Bicultural Project of time Austin independen t School

,Distrikt conducted an igservice day-for teachers Tuesday, NoVeMber
6', 1973, in, the Carruth Admtnistration,Buiiding.. Workshops concerning
topics of interest tb teachers in the bilingual classes were conducte'd
by copsultants With expertise in tie various areas of emphasis.
Appendix A is a schedule of the workshop aessions, their,topiCs, age,
their consultants..

Participants

Eighty teachers of biingilikl clathes in ESAABilingual/Bicultural
Project elementary schools and. other district elementary'baingual
clas - Licipated. Approxi8ately 50 teachers were from projct
sch .

, \
i

in additi: t--teachers, members of the project administrative- and
evaluation staff attended the workshop sessions.

Objectives

The tvo%main objectives of the inservice program were:

-
1. To introduce teachers to new ideas and method's of bilingual

education. do

2. -To better prepare the teachers to function in a bilingual
idstruftioall setting by presenting theri with -ideas and
methaa whiqh they might incorporate within their classrooMs.

289
K-3
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. .Evaluation

Assessment Of the workshops' success in meeting the'objectives was
conducted on two-levels: :

1. The oyerill impact of the inservice
.

2. The individual impact of each of the consultants and his/
hem topic. fif,"

This was accomplished t hrougli the use of a feedback questionnaire
completed end returned by .60 of the participants at the end of the
inservice day. The questionnaire,(see.Attaohment B) was composed of
33 items and a space for addition/al comments. The participants were
asked to respond ;o each item on the following scale.

1 = Completeev False
2 = MostlY False
3 = Partly True, Partly;Fal=P

7 Mostly T'rue

5 = (!ompletely True

The first three items were designed to assess the overall impact, and
each set of five 7.cceeding items was designed to assess t'r,s1 impact
of one oft/toe six oonsaltents.

'Analysis

Data colLecte: the questionneires wenevanalyzed by a c9mputer
D-7.nald 7eldmar, ',:oiversity of Texas, 7.'e

print-out for toe listat analysis is presented in Appendix C. *
BeOcally, this procedure provided ahitem analysis for the
qaestionneire a with mean ratings for overall and consutant
f actors.

Results

'All items werestated tosively and the scale was designedrso that
the higher the &can rating of an item, the more positive t response.

,Table 1 shows the respondents' ratings for the three items relating to
. the inservice day as a whole. The three.items were rated slightly
... negative by the participants.

Table 2 'shows the res.nlants% rating for each consultant and for each
of the five areas assessed. Generally, the participant's did mot agree
that the ideas and methmds presented during the workshops were new to
them-although this response 'vas: almost neutral. However, the parti-
cipants did express slight arreemeo.: with the statement that they were
presentea with new ideas and/or methods which would be useful to the
in 'the classrtom. Strongly positive responses were given to the. item
regarding. the expertise of the ccinsultahts and ttNir recommendation

* Deleted from 'this repdrt,
t

290
`to



I.

.'

TABLE 1

EVALUATION FOR BILINGUAL/B CULTURALIN-SERVICE 11-6-73.

Rating Scale Number of possible responses

-
1- completely false'..

4. 6q .

2mostli, false
--

.

3- partly true, false
4- mostly true k

5- competely true

'ten _Questions .

1. The inserviCe as a wr.ole introduced me to new ideas and methods of

2, tscrice as c.....w1;ole has better prepared me to teach in,a
biliAgual/Vicultur,1 plc-gram.

3. More itservice training like today's would be helpful to

ovrp ALL V1L of TIE IV-SERVICE.

Item Mean Rating Number of Responses

1 2.60

- -

58

2 2.35 59
,

.

3 2.72 59

v 5

291 ,.



eating Scale

1- cozpler.ely 'false

. 27 mostly'fa1se

3- partly true, partly false
4-'moszly true
5- completely true

Nu:-.71r of possible responses

60.

TABLE 2

EVALUATION FOR BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL IN-SERVICE 11-6-73

Item Questions

1. The consultant presented ideas about bilin gual/bicultural education
c4rieit wori new to ma.-

2. The consultant .presented methods of, bilipgual/hicultural education
, 'which w new ew to me. .

. -

3. The consultant presented presented ideas'and/orpethods which-I
ineend to incorporate within my classroom?

4. The consultant was knowledgeable in the area to which he addressed
himself- .

.

5.. I would recommend this consultant to other teachers in bilingual/
4 biculturarprograms.-, '

APP

-
Ite

Questions
Dr. George Blanco

Consultant #1
Carlos Vargas
Consultant i'l,

.

Charles Boyd
Consultant 13

Mrs. Carmen Salazar
Consultant 14

Hifi:Geneve Montoya
Consultant 15,

Minerva Covens
Consultant 16_

.!,',,ean Score o

Consultants

.

. 1. : 2.65 2.63 ' \ 3.23 2.91

r

2.52 2161 2.76

2. 2.87 2.52 3.29 2.94 2.36
.

2.58 2.91

3. 3.4/ 2.76 4.00
.

3.45 2.52

,

3.12 . , 3.22

4.

\

. 4.56 4.06 - 4:64 4:33 -. 3.42 - 3.76 4.13

5. 4.53
-

3.11- 4.41
.

4.20 .

.

3.17

-

4.00 3.90
.-

. .

Number of
Responses 41 '

.

17

.

16 59 57

4--

--k

)

56

k.

--
---,-

Z92
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4

of :096 Consultants for the bilingual/bicultural program.

Conclusions

The generally r4Ilbral to negative reaction to the inservice day as a
whole may have been idfluenced by previous" events and other factors
relating to the overall Bilingual/Bicultural Project. 'This is
-supported by the comments written by the participants (see Appendix D). :

Tbe comments may be misleaaing'unless,consideration is given to the
much higher percentage'of comments from part4cipants with negative
ratings of the inservice day and the very low percentage of
comments from participants with positive ratings. .1

Many.coments referred to a desire formo& time to be used for
,

discussing the Bilingual/Bicultural-Project itself, more consideration
to be given to varieties in tea-Cher experience in bilingual classes,
and more emphasis on'usable curriculum rather than theory.

From previous inservice workshops which asked teachers whether ideas
presented were new to them, the project staff expected the ratings of
items 1 and'2 to be lower than for the other three items. Most
agreement was expressed with the knovfedgeatility of the consultants
and the recommendation of the consultants to the other teachers.

Very few teachers indicated that they did.notintend to incorporate
within their classrooms the ideas presented in the'workshops.

e

From the data collected and the comments written by the' participants,
there seems to be a clear request for future inservice workshops
lesivned to meet the following needs.

2 .

.1

::larification of programatic goals and-ob,!ectives.
Specific activities whiih teachers may use in their classrooms. -
Planning of workshops which meet the varying training re-
uirements of teachers with a wide range of experience and*

expertise in bilingual instruction.

;294
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APPENDIX A

Austin Indepekdent School District
Uilingual/Biculture Department

ESAA- Staff Development

Carruth Admtnistration,Bui
' Tuesday, November 6), 19

'tering
73 .

Chairperson: Emma Galindo, coordinator o
Curriculum

Schedule of Events

a A .

8:00 -8:15 a.m.

8: 15- 8..3D a.m,

8:30-No011

Welcome:
Nnelia Mendez, ESAA Bilingual/8

4

f St if Development

J/P

Introduction:
,Eitima Galindo

idilture Coordinator

Topic: Auxilio!" How
(Methods and Techniques)

Presenter: Dr,,George Blanco; Unive
Bilihgual Dept.

Participants of the Seminar: Teacher
of Spani

Rocm: Audttortum

8:30-10.00 a.m. Topic: 'Help: Help!", "No comprendo el

(Spanish-Mini-Course)
Presenter: Mr. 'Carlos Vargas, curriculum

ESAA Bilingual -8
Participants: K-3rd. Monolingual English T

Room: 2A Ground Floor

8:30-10:00 a.m. Topic: '"Why does he talk so funny ?"

Presenter: Mr. Charles Boyd, Classtloom Obsery

Project Assist
Participants of the Seminar: 4th. & 5th. Mono]

English Teachers
Rom: 2D Ground Floor

do I teach in Spanish.

rsity of Texas

s of all levels
sh instruction

espanoi"

Writer

eachers

er for

inquat

COFFEL PREAK "*******ALL PARTIEIPAIITS******** *'*10:00 a.m.-1G:30 a .rn:

10:30 -goon Participants of Dr. Blancos' semin return 'to arditnrit

Pdrtjcipants of Mr, Vargas will now be in room Jail

.$*
tote part in Mr. hoyds'.seminar.
Participants of Mr.. Uoyds will now be in room and tale

rart in Mr. Vargas' seminar.

LUNCW***********""All PANICIPANTS***"***********Noop-1

101.

296
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'
Resume Meetings.

,

1-4:10 p.m. Chairperson: Amelia Mendez , =r

Jopicf What about Language?
Pregenter: Mrs: Carmen Salazar ,.

Rooms:, 2 -A &-B. Gr6und Floor
.,,

. ,

. . ,4Time Sched0e: -1-2 p.m.' K-1st. grade teachers
2:05-3:05 p.m. 2nd,3t.s1 grade teacikrt-,`A

N 1$1 3:10-4:10 p:m..4th-th-. grade; teachers
.

i- 1::10 p.m,
,

,LynnLynn Ceyanes
Topic:: Oral `Language Development. . -

Presenter: Mrs. Geneve MOntoya, Office of International
. . & Bilingual EduCation, Texas Education Agency

,Room:' East_Part of the Auditorium ,
./ ,

Time Schedule: 1,2 p.m.- 2nd-:3rd. grade teachers
2:05 -3:05 p.m., 4th-5th-. grade teachers

3-:10-4:10 p.m Kist. grade teachers
,

.

.m. Chairprson: Emma Galindo .
..

Torkic: Teacher and Aide Wortinn Together
Presenter: Minerva Goren, Material Specialist. .,

Region XIII, Education Service Center
Room: West-isart of Auditorium

,.
.

Time schedule: 1-2 6.m. 4th=:5tht-grage teachers

2:05-3:05 p.m, K-lst. grade teachers .

3;10-4:10 p.m. 2nd-3rd. grade teachers

1-4:10

297
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APPENDIX B

AUSTIN INDEPENDT4T SCHOL DISTRICT
DiviSion of Instruction and Development"-

' _',Department ,Educational' Developme#t
OUfce*of Evaluation

ESAA Bilingual Bicultural -Project

. .,,,c, Inservice Evaluation - November 1973

, 1,
.

,. ,

',Please write the number of the most appropriate response next toqach item ac-
cording to .this scale:

.

I - 'Completely False _ 2 - Mostly False 3 - Pijtly True, Partly False
4'- Mostly True 5 - Completely True

P 2

Overall

1. The, inservice as a whole introduced me to new ideas and' methods 'of
bi4ingual/biculturtl education. .

2. The inservice'a a whole has better prepared me to tea ch in a bilingual /-
.

bicUltural program.
Morq inservigve 'training dike today's would be helpful to me.

Please respohd. to item ior .all c onsultants you heara today._

Consultant: Dr. George .Blanco, "How do r teach-Spanish?"

-, _,- . . . s.

4. The consultant )orescgtcd' ideas about bilingual/bicultural education
which were new to me.

,.

5. 111e consultant_-presept*iimethods of bilingual/bicultural eduction
which were new, to me. .

;

6- The con§ultant presented/ideas and/or -methods which-1 intend to in-
corporate within,m1Y classreoM. ,

.
-

le 7. The conwiltaut was kno,.:ledreable in tht- area to which he addressed him-
Re 1 f . t . .

. . .

'8.61 would reCr6end this consultant to, other teachers in bilingual/
bicultural programs. ., N.

hunt
' ;

..
Contiui: *Carlos. Val;gas, "No comprendo el- espanol'i

1
c

. . . --

9. llic; cbnsultanttptesented idag-about bilingual /bicultural education
.which were new to me. ,,

. .

.-
.10. Me consultant presented methods tvf bilinggal/ bicultural education

v
- 4

hich) were new to me. . . - .

11.' IF consultant presented ideas and/or methods which- I intend to in-' :
-.

corpor t-e within my cic.Lsroom. 7
, .
12. Ilic , onsultant was k nuu 1( ageable _in [he area to which he addressed

_...,-
,, . 4 # /

.him,eI 1. . /
13 . I would recommend ,this consultant--to other teachers in bilingual/__.....

.

. bicultural .pragrams. s

4

'

298
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4' .

.

..

Consultant: Charles Boyd, "Why-does he talk so. fbnny?" , ..

.

, .
Ai-14. The consultant'presented'ideas about bi)ingual/bieultural education . ...

what were new to me. "\-- ., v
A .

--It. The consultant prese%fd,Jthods of Gilingualtbiduilural edueaiion:
*

-...-

irblich were 'dew to Ineik. .
. t, A .

,-...---16. the consultpq presented 'ideas and/or -methods, which I-intend to ,in-
chrporate within my classrobm. . ,

.

- --......17. tbe.consuitant was knowledgeable the area .to which he, addlissed
,

,

t.
-

fiimielf. -
r ,4

.

....-__18. would recopmend,this consultant .to other.,,teachers in bilingual/.

3,-bicultural,programs.' / & .

, ..

. .. '
e l

: -..... , 0..1
- lEonsultant: Mrs: Carmen Salazar', "What'about"langilage?".-

.

. -
. . ,

-----19. The consultant presented ideas about hilingual/bicultural education
.--

which were new to me. -

. C ,

,
,..

.

/___:....26. The Ronsultant presented methods of'bilinguaI/bicultaral'5uation i. -

'which were new to me. . ,
4.,,-"

----...21. The Consultant prosented ideas and/or Me ich I intend, to irk- .
,

corporate within my classroom.
:

____22. The consultant was, knowledgeable in t which fie, addressed
himself. .

. 1
t

_-__.23. I' would recommend this/Consultba to other,-tAabhers an,,bilingual/
P

. .

bicultural programs. . .

-
. e.

,.
.,'

.

. .
.,

Consultant: Mrs: Geneve Montoya,"Oral Lgpguege Development" , - . .

___....1.24. Tila consultant presented ideas about bilinSual/biculttical education
I 6 .

which were new to me. , .

.
-.--25. Th4 consultant presented methods-of bilinguil/biculturth education

which were new to me.
.'

226. Thg consultant presented ideas and/or methods.which\I intenddi1111 o in- .
.

cbrporate,within my classroom.
__-__27. The consultant Was knOWleifeabie in the area to which he addressed

himself. 1

r____28. I would recommendwIthis consultant to other teachers in bilingual-
bicultural prosr s.

.

.

.

nsultaftt: Minerva arena, "Teacheand Aiderworking tokeher:":
Tie consultant pceented ideas\ about Will i/bicultural education

..
which were new to me. . ,"

- ---2.30. The consultAt presented methodsbf ilingual/bicultural educatiob
which were new to'ile..

____ pl. Tbe consultapt_preseptedfdeas and/o methods which'I intend to in-
corporate within-My.classroom. .

__-_32. The Consultant,was'knovledgeable i thett460teo which he addressed
himself.

,

.4.__-33. I would recommend This consultUnt to other teacher's .in bilingualt
,,

bicultural programs. d
= 6

Additional. Comments:

ti

O

.
.
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APPENDIX D

COMMENTd mart BILVGUAL liAL PROJECT INSERVICE VALUATION
.

. ber 6, 1973
--,....

. : ,t, _
1. L feel we'need more workshops that will acquaint us with materi4ls .

adequate for useWith ihildron after hey have been diagnosed and grouped.
tsp.: SSL materials.

.,

.,
. - . .*2. Don't grobp u's p.3. I think we have enough money and, resource pei!lons" ''

. -

to have l_per-grade leVel.. Why not ask us what we want. 'I'm tired of being

...
asked to stay.til 4:30 and get.in the traffic. A little mare organization

i .

could eliminate this.'
... . . -

_ . .
.

. . -- ..; --;

,,
3. The consultants were knowledglibte And for the most part good apeakers.but

;we, have-hedid most of these speakers speak ontlie same topics b ore. Then too,
some pf the speakers spoke on.subjects that,were either irrelevant or that

.,we already knew well. % ..- . :

.. .. .. .

.4. Most of the relevant-pertinent leeitimatft quIstions teachers had went
unanswered. I had the%feeling_that ye weretfilkillcon.dgferent leveLti.
Too longli-,1 whs early, and I, resent being kept late...

..,
... - . .

.

5. I do not -have a teacher aide and have never worked withe.one, so I feel the
. -last session was wasted on me. .

.

,O. This day has left me frustrated with the over-all bilingual program; the
*materials presented fjor teaching) we do not have'in my school; Upparentlylb

,
they are on order), Vne aide§ are sitting steadily because of wve diffieulties yl
so cheery info. about them does'ribt apply and most of these sessions had
people. direcng who were not in the Rrogram,and can not get; materials or
answer perttnent questions. -

7. We need- guides. We need to start a prpgram gradually . We,don't_ need
te.jump.into a program 2.weeksbefore school begins. -It's unfair to teachers,
kids, no matter how good the idea - and bilingual/bicultural is. A good idea
when well prepared. At least.1 year priOr to the programs initiation.

8. I had anticipated airs inservice to provide me with mostly practical
and useful methods aneteachniques not'sell me on the needs forra program I
am already.committed id, I expected more guide lines and information on
,what this is all about and what is expected of me as a teacher as well as the
objectives of the program. Unfortunately we seem to.be unable to,get this much
needed direction I leave with just about as many frustra,t0fis and unanswered'
questions as I came with

9. I feel that the teaohersAp the ESAA p rogram have legitimate concerns
about materials, procedures Nrid funds which should be listened to. We are
a frhstrated group!

/1 "

10.. Inservice today seemed to be a repetition of August's meeting. Presenters
seemed to underestimate th,c caliber and experience of teachers. Some ideas were
highly unrealistic of irrelevant.

. ;

11. Please 'do something! We heird all this stuff in Augtsr. tie need spec4
things about aides to be remedied.. We need real unified thoughts about wha
we feel this Bilingual is supposed to be. 'We needed to talk with grade lev
ei4.1.eagues as' to what they .do and what their specific goals are for the year.



12., I personally do not feel I learned anything new. We are so 'concerned.
wrixh gettinvkids turned on to learning I wish you Wild come up with something

that would turn teachers on to teaching! I'm tireS of having workshops that

continua after 3:45

. . 13. 1 thoroughly enjoyed Dr. Blanco and Mrs. Montoya. These people:presented

4 new information to me. Mrs. Salazar was 4xcell'ent bit she spoke to,ESI; and

not bilingual methods or SSL'as.Di. A ilanco-did which is what I need. Most

onus know ESL methods but'itsin Working with the bilingual-bicultural
.

aspects that I need help! Miss Gorena was also very good buthestoPic was-one
which was trealedji.p the same manner in ,the bilingual workshop held at Pease

in".August. feel that fresher tclead lind topics could be selected. Perhaps

morealang the lines of Dr. GeorgeBranco:s presentation. 4''

to.see a follow up, meeting requesting each partiCipant to share ak,

at least ohe specific -thing he tried_or did in his classroom as a result 4f his'
participation in this inserviCe. before hand our consultaets
And their spediUd interesta'so we couls have intelligiaatzleystiga2 and
-concerns we may have in our classroom. Would like'to know_more about our

membership (as a school) in the different speCial programs'. When we get quest=

ionnaires-requesting this info., 1.!like to be moreintelfigible regarding
this.

4

.

15. We didn'.t really receive ally materials or ideas to use in the classrooms.

16. The materiali from Dr. Saville are excellent.- Each teacher should receive
-

a copy.

V7. hope bi ling bi cult aides will hear ti. Corena in a workshop would

like to have Mrs.. Salazar but ... -

18,t Idon't think these questions are applicable far. Ns. Gorena.
t .

19.. What about. language? With Mn. i Salazar were very interesting and I

plan to incoporate her ideas. ,

1 ,.. -,
.

20. Get more dynamic people like Carmen Salazar who have been efiere. - Has

great teaching ideas. , . -

...
.

. .

21. I had beeir exposed to a lot of this material previously.
. r ,

..c,
t.

22. - The workshop *as good but many of the comments are so repetitious,- .

need consultants from other projects such as C. Salazar. George Blanco --.

--Richard Santos -:- aqua' teachers put on display. 0. .

L. .

23. The program was arepAition of August meeting with a few newer facesr
but that was it'.for new: Do not treat children as stupid little people. who'

have been locked up in a closet and are fragile flowers incapable of actually
thinking and learning. Thatever.happened to culture? 'We need materials and

ideas, not lecture on all the things we do wrong. . \

24, Most of the ideas- presented today were repetitious. The rouping of tie

Sessions was pour. i.e., the English .teacners had to sit and listen to the'

.teaching of Spanish, .
, -

25 This inservice would have been more effective if we had gotten some
malerials'and shared ideas with'each other. Lis'teniug to thedry is great

but does it always apply?? . , 4 .4

3ffr-

.
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26. Some really relevant concerasexpressed we
'people Who needed 'to' hear our - concerns were no

people present Who have _taught in trilingual sit

the others were beginners. Some were bored and

sppreciste wing Were past 3:45 either.

27. I auLalready using most of the ideas I hea

I really didn't gain much. Perhaps a survey 'of

:inservice and proper grouping would have helped.

r

t

I

a

30o4.

c

ti

often side - stepped. The

present, T1)re were
ations for several ears and

some were lost. I don't

rd about today! Therefore,

aacher needs before the



Appendix

IN at- REPORT

Y.

LANGUAGE MASTER WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
LANGUAGE_MASTa CRITERION REFERENCE! MEASURE.

7

,

Date/Period of Ad;..-inistration: December 13, 1973

Population: Participants in Workshop

BilingUal/Bicultural Materials
Specialist

Admifilbtered by:

p

Data Collectedby:
t , -

1
Office of Evaluation'Staff

L- I 3
v.

4

461

41



-DESCRIPTION OF LANGUAGE MASTER REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

.Number of Administrations of .the instruMent

One

Location of administration

Keeling Learning Center

0

Problems ilith the measure or with the adiinistration which Might
affect the validity of the measure

None

Trgining of-the administrato2S

None

Brief-descriptian of the .,instrument

Questionnaire asking participants to rate
with the Language Master.

.

the usefulness of training

IP

.

Rationale for the'instrument

To evaluate the success of the Language Master training through a survei
of participants' opinions.

Developer of the instrument

Office of Evaluation, staff

/Develozment of the instrument

/
.. ,

Office of Evaluation staff consulted with Bilingual /Bicultural Project staff
to determine goals of the,training, and to write the appropriate items.

Standardization,of the instrument

None V.

.Raliability and validity of the instrument

No data available



I

-r
DESCRIPTION OF LANGUAGE MASTER - CRITERION REFERENCED MEASURE

Number of administrations of the instrument"

Location of arjministration

KealingLearning Center

Problems witil'ihe measure or with the administration which sight
affect the validity of the measure

4 ,

e

Training of the administrators

None

Brief description of the instrument

.1

Pre-post measure of skills and knowledge necessary for Wective
use of the Language Master

Rationale for the instrument

Messureeantry level skills and gain during workshop

Developer of the instrument

Office of Evaluation staff

j- Development of the instrument

Project staff identifieeslellis and kndwledge to be emphasized in
workshop. Evaluation staff deieloped appropriate items.

Standardization of the instrument

None %
.i

Reliability and validity of the instrument

No data availab16

S.

a7 41.3
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Instruction and Development
p.:partment of Educational*Developmdnt

. Office of Evaltiation
ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural Protect-

EVALUATION OF CEMiER 13, 1973 INSERVICE

The ESAA Bilingual /,Bicultural Project conducted an inserAce workkhop
for teachers of pro3ect bilingual classes on December 13,,1973, at the
Keeling Learning Center, Participating were K.-75th grade teachers of

bilingual classes in the four project elementary schools, Allison.,

GOvalle, Meta, and Palm. The purpose of the workshop was to acquaint
the teachers with the uses of the Bell and Howell.l.anguage Masters re-
cently provided their sehools by the.project. Each teacher attended

the workshop for three hours either in the morning or in the after-
noon.

The workthop was conducted by Joyce Williams, EduCational Equipment
Co many, with the-as s4stance of two consultants from Bell and Howell.
t"I`ie fir cufriculua4riters from the project presented a demonstration

of various uses of Language Masters in'bilingual instruction. Each

particepant was given aft oprortuiti to use the Language:Master and
to become-familiar. with available commercial programs. At the con-

clusion of the activities, teachers indicated their choices of As-
terials to be ordered by the project. Each teacher's first choice

was s\tbsequently ordered.

Evaluation of the workshop Egbloded the administration of a pre /post
cliteridhreferenced type instrilmo*:as well as an opinion question-
naire form.. The criterion referenced instrument conslyted of Five
1.temoseIveted as being representative of knowledge required to .

successfully and'ef{Wently'use a Language Master within one of tie
project's bilingual elassrooms. The opinion questionnaire elicjted .

participaots' reactions'to the workshop, its consultants;.and its
value to a teacher. in a bilingual.project.

Table-1 shows the frequency of responses and mean responses (from
1 to 5, ;with 1 being most negative *rid 5 being most positive) made
by teachers on the opinion questionnaire j6ee attacbment.A) broken
down by stbool. g grand mean of 4.4 indicate 'a very positive

11 o There was a significant diffeenee.
( <Jo) between the opinions of the Govaile Elementary teachers
ana4Fhose from the other- three s.ch is; however, even though the

Govadle mean was lower, it was s 11 pOsitive at 4.0.

Table 2 shows the frequency of re onses and the mean responses for

each grade level. Tte kindergarten teachers seemed to have ra -

sponded most ptistti-Wly tofhe ,Jorkshop's presentations.

1,4306
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. Table Frequencies and mean responses of teachers to
_ attitude questionnaire.-classified by school-

.

ITEM .

response 2 3

5 4 6 4 5
4 2 3 3

Metz (9 tea.ehers.) 1 2 I overall
. 2.

mean
Mean
Response 4.6 4.2 4.4 5..0 4.6

Palm (11

Allison.
(13 teach

Go1.411e
. (12 teach

5
4

6

2-

3

5

7 _
4

_
11

teachers)3 3 1 overall
2

1

2 school
mean

Mean
Resporse 4.3 3.8 4.6 5.0 4.4

ers)

5

4
3

2

1

8

4

1

7

3

2

12
1

, 11
2

....

-

overall
school
mean

Mean
Rusponsc 4.5

.- --

4.2 4.9 4.6 4.6

5

4

3

Cr;; 2

1

4

5

-2

1

2

4

' 4

. 1

-1

5

6

1

7.

4

1

.

. .

overa1171
school
mean

. Mean.
Response 4.0 3.4 4.3 4.5- -4.13

307

Grand
Mean

L'4 1



TIblo - Frequencies* and nean responses of teachers to
attitu4e questionnaire classified by grade.

ITEM

5
4

teacher.03
. 2

1 ,

4

1 .

'
_

3

. 2

4

1

.

1.

overall
trade
mean

Mean
Response, 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.8 r 4.8

5

4

- First 3

(11 teachers)2-

Seco
(8 t

Thir
(8 t

6

1

3

1

4

3

3

5

50

1`

8

2

1

.Mean.
Resybus 4.1 3.8 4.4 4.6

overall
-grade
mean

4.2

5

,4, -

ad 3;

eachers) 2
1

5

2
1

3.

3

3

6

. 2

,

8
,

'
-overall

grade
=mean

4.4
Mean
`Response 4.51 3.4

,

4.8 5.0

5

4

d 3
cacher,,) 2

1-

3

3

2

.

4

2

1

1

4

4

6

2

. -

overall
grade
mean

4.4
Mean
Response 4.1 4.5 4.8

5

4-

Fourth 3

(7 -_gen.1--hers) 2

Mein.
Responsct

5

4

Fifth 3e
(5 veaghers) 2

Mean
Lef,pomle

5

2

4.7

3

2

1

1

4.0 4.9

overall
grade
mean

4.6

1

3

4.0

.1
.

3

1

I , 3

1

1
.

5
overall
grade
-mean

3.8 4.2 5.0 4.3

,P08



The pre/post ins'trument (see attac ment B) was scored 'as
-

Item 1-,'How many tracks are on a Language Master Card?'
7IncOrrect response.= 0; "two" is_ 1

4

item 2- What .f4e they used for?. incorrect response = 0;
"instructor 'speaking" = 1; "stUtent response" =-1;

. both answers = 2
*

item 3- What does the red light on the Langusge Master,
-indicate? incorrect response = 0; ,reeording" = 1;
"instructor recording" = 2

item 4 List ways to reuse's" Lattuage Maser$card.
1 p.oint for each acceptable response ,up, to 9.

item 5- How do you make a Language Master cakclthat will
stop -and. start again? -fecorrect response.a Or
"cut a notch in ,tape" = 1

item 6- List all the ways a Langtinge Master-can be.useful
'in a bilingual pr9Oram. poi-tit for each accept-
-able response up to 9.

item 7- Total of s13 point A.- If. item 5 in ::corcd,3, (hen
It is counted 3 In this total. '

TWIes 3 -6 show the comparisons of pre'to post scores for "the 42
participants .:hose papers werem.itchable (three post tests and
cne prCtest :sere unmatched), The mean- scores for each' -.item may
be interkgnd as follows:-
, 40-

1*.z

;;;,
f and 5- mean is.the proportion of teachers responding

.correctly

"We
-items*2 and 3- mean is average score received within a ra4e-

of 0-2

items 4 a nd 6- meau is average number of acceptable rei,ponses
given within a range of 0-9. A

items 7- man is average total score within a range of 0-26.

Table 3 51101,i6 thc comparison of pre-and past score's for all
participanbs. for each of the seven items, there was substantial
gait demond,ti-ateci from pre to post a&ministration. Individually,
41 out of 42 teacher's scores improved.vritile only one hasher's
score remained the same.

'Fable 4 shoso tthe comparison of pre and past scores broken dpwn
by schools.. Gains were consistent in all schools.

3oa
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Table 3 Overall Prt/Post Comparison pf Scores

Ail Four
Elemeniari Schools

n=42

Item Total Mean

1 20 U.47

2 18 0,42

3 11 0.28

4 21 0.50

5 4 0.09

6 69 1.64
7' 151 3.-59

Total Mean

4.2 1.00

79 1.87

72

94 2.23

40 0.95.

152 3.61

548 13.04

Table 4 - Pro/Post Comparisons of Scores by Schools

Pre

Metz Item Total Mean

11=9- .1. ----Y- 0.5C
2 61 0167

1'
7

.

0:22
4 !) .. 0.56'

5 1 0.11

6 22 '2.44

43 4.78

Post
,Total Mean

9 1.00
1.69

14 1.56

23 2.56,

9 1.00
34 3.76
22 '13'66

.1

'0

Difference
+0.44
41.02
+1.32
+2.00
+0.89
+1.34
+8.78-

Palm 1 3 0.33

n=9 2 4 0.44
3 , 2 0.22

4 5 0.56

0 0.00

6 12 1.33

7 J 26 2.89

'AlliAn 1 7 .. ;0.54

' n=13 2 6 0.46,

3 5 0.38

4 6 0.46

5 1 0.08
0 24 1.85

7 -51, 3.92

covallsz 1. . 5 0.45

tmll 2 2 0.18

3 : 2 0.18,-

4 5 0.45

5 2 0,18

6 11 1.00

, 7 31 /.82

9 1.00 +0.67

16 1.78 4

441:;11;14 1.56
+1.1213 1.4A

.1:00 +1.009

31 3.44 +2.11

110 12.22 +9.33 2.

13. 1.00 I +0.46
26 .. 2.00 I +1.54
23 1.77

i

37 2.85 I -1.4';'..4.

13 1.00 1- +0.92,

1 ..41-0129 ,

49 3.77

186 14,31
--,--

11 1:00 +0.55

22 2.00 +1.81

21- 1.91 .41.73

21 1.91 44.46

-,) 9' 0.82 z +0.64)

-38 - .3.45 +2.45

130 11.82 +9 00

0

Differ erence

+0.53
+1.45
+1.43
+1.73
+0t86
+1.97
+9.45



4

,

)

Table- S. shows the comparison of pre and post.scores broken
down by:g7rade.level. Again gains -were demonstrated at all -.

.. ..

leywls. Fpurth
6
ure4 fifth grade teachers -gained the least; ..

'hOWeveri dhe ,pre test scores far fifth grade teachers we're.
N ,

til highest.
/'

. .

.

.
Table .6.shows lbe coripearison

,

of pre and-pos,t scores ,f,...or
.

the.
. nine teachers wh9 had previously taught with. a'Zanguage

'.Master. Again galtns ward demonstrated on all items. dds-
tional comments made pby yarticipants afe included in attach-

:. deilt.', . - ,

, .

'

'Contltmions
. .

--The inservire workshop,was effective in providing,the.pa
ci ant's with the knowledge. necessary to make effective u e ofa
La uage Master in _their clasirooms as Indcated by, the gains-
demonsrated on the pre/postsinstrumentr InedditiOn, ths
participants were very.,positive in their reactions to the
Workshop activities and consultants as measured by the opin-'
ion que-ntionnaire. The ajor accomplishment" f this inserive .
workshop-appears to be the delivery to project teachers of drew
and userul ideas 'and specific activities which they will' be
able to usg in their classroons. "

311
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Table 5 .-'Pre/fost Comparison o>; Scores by Grade Level

S', , - .1.
.

X:rillk'K .1tem Total Mean Total Mean Difference
. , .

n=5 1 . .1

' 2 t--../ 2
-3 f .0
4 10

0

-6 0

7

Grani Ll..... .
1 5

n=10 ' 2 4

3 5

4 , 6

5 2

6 17

7 43
r--4.

Group 2 1 2

n=6. 2 4

3 1

4 2

5 0

6 1'4

7 73

,...--,-

U.E.P.T3 7

n-11 2. 4

1 I

4 2

5 0 '

6 22

7 31

0.20 5

0..40 10
0.00 9

_ 0.00 7

-, 0.00 5

0.00:. 15,

0.G0 61

1.00 +0.80
2,00 +1.60
1.80 +1.80 .

1.40 +1:40
1.00 +1.00
3.00 +3.00 ,

12.20 1-11.60

0.50 ' 1.0 1..00 +0.50
0.40 20 2.00 +1.60
0.50 17 1.70 +1.20
0.60 22 2.20 '+1.60
0.20 " 9' 0.90' +0.70
1.70 29 2.90, .+1.20.
4.30 125 12.50 +8.20,

0.33 6
Y.67 12
0..17 12
0.33 23

( 0.00 ,5
9

2.33 31
3.85 9.9

1.00 . +0.67
2.00 1.1.33

2.00 +1.83
3.83 i +3.50 .

0.83 .'40033

5.17 +2.84
16.50 +12:0

0.25 8 1.60" -00 Ii
, 0.50 16 _2.00 41.59

0.13 14 1.75
1.0.25 23' 2.88_, , +2,

0.640 . 8 1.00 +1.00
, 2.75 43 5.38 +2,63

3.88 128 +12.1216.00

Group 4 I 75 0.71 7 1.00 +0.29 , e

n=7 2 0 0.00 9

: 1:;9

+1.29
1,29

, . .

3 1 0.14 9 +1.15

`44 4 0.57 .10- 1.43. +0.86
-5 1 ' 0.14 7 1.00 +.0.86

, 6
4 0.57 15 . .2,14 +1.57

,. 7 10,0017 2.53 ,70 +7.57

Grp.. 1

.

5 0;83 6

.

3.00 10.17
, n=6 7 4 0.67 12 2.00 +1.13

5 -3 0.50 11 1.83 41.33
4

7 1.17 9 11,50 +0.3
5 1 0.17 * 6 P,31.00 19.

.16 .12, 2,00 19 3.17 +0.17 .

3 34 5.(7 3ft i2.67 +7.00 L-1( Y.

4

cls
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Table fi - Pre/Post Comparison of Scores- Pot teachers with Previous
N. language-Master ixperi ce

'Teachers Item

previously 2

taught 3

with a, - 4

Language '5

Master. 6

n=9 ti 7

Pre Post 44

.Total Mean
.

Total Mean Difference
8 0.88 - 9 1.00. 4+0.12
10 1:11 16 ,1.11 +0,66

6 . -7. 0.66 16 1.77 ' +1.11
13 1.44 *24 - 2,66 ' +1;22
2 0.22 9 , 1.00 ' +0.78 "

.. 33 . 3.66 - 9 4.33 . +0.67
74 8.2i 130 14.44 . +6.22

.
0 .

1

a.
lok

4

fir. 4

fo.

31.3
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL .DISTRICT
Division of Instruction and Development

Department of EdUcational Developmen
Office of Evaluation

ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project

INSERVICE EVALUATION
. Decimber I?, 1973

0

Grade Level:

Attacnmen't A

I-

Please write the number of the most appropriate response itext to each
:item according to.this scale:

'1 = CoMpletely False
2 = Mostly False
3= Partly 'rite, Partly'False

:4 = Mostly True
5 = Completely True

The!inservice as whole introduced me to new ideas and
methoas appiicabIe to bilingual education. ,-

2. "Iche.inserviee has a whole has better prepared. rue fn "some`

way to teach in a bilingual program.

3. TheconSultants presented ideas and/or methods which I in
tend to incorporate in my aassroom.

4. the consUltantawereknowledgeable in the instructional
appl4cadlions ORO/Language Masters.

.

Additional Comments:

4

4
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AUSTIN fNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Instruction and Development
Department of Educational Development

. Office of - Evaluation

ESAA tilingual/BicuItural Project

INSERTICE EVALUATION
December 13, IV3"-

Social Security #:
for other I jou van remember)

(v.School: , Or4de Level:

Have you'pr ously taught with a Language Master? ,Yes No-
-

1. How many t4acks are on a Language Easter card?
_What are they used for?

S
2, Nhat does the red light on the Language Master indicate?`

,L

3. Lit ways to reuse a Langitage Master caid,,

.

4. How do you make a Language Master card that wiil stop and start again?

5. List all the ways a,language master can be useful in a bilingual
program'.

3

1,-;13



011

Attachment C
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT'

Division of Instruction and Development
,

-Department of Educational Development ,

,Gevalle

. Office of Evaluation
\- .ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural Project

Linton
Riojs. is
Trevirio 3

COMMENTS ON INSERVICE
-,December r3, 1973

J.

Tsclo long- could have been "done in 1 hour.

"%Mrs., Williams presented a -beautiful- inservice to us. Hope-
-fvily, She maycome to our home school.

,Better: Communications
.

-.13e4er Austin' organiiation be able to order own cards or have
a choice

'A
Metz

Mrs, Joyce Williams did an excellent. job. Very helpful good
suggestions

I
_11-afvheen much more practical and helpful than previous work-
...,pbops;' iirovidcd'tangible ideas.

We should Dave' been informed wher"..to.go this morning.

Better Communicavion between organizor and teachers.
Mow with gasoline shortage why don't you come to,our building
instead of us coming to you.

.,Scare' wish we could get the cards sooner! _

.-.----

. Much'valuOle information was presenttd.

Poorly planned in that haff4of us were at the auditorium
and half at Rearing. This resulted- in loss of time that we
,could have used to make cards. Consequently we carried the
maihines, magazines, etc, etc: for nothing.

316
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3

Excellent, entertaining.

Time well }vent
. - . .1 f-

."-1:Bouse qalls" to our ,indiv.schools- Better Communication
on lait-iinute changes- phone calls,to-sq5o1 to notify of
chanies..--Tiii wofkshop itself as exceIlant.

. ,---

Allison

I've used the language master .foe 2 years previolitIy so
the information and ideas presented were not new.

Theie just wasn't enough time this morning. A full day would
have= been more henificial.

A

I feel very -good about the inservice and .got good, ideas` from
it.

f
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Appendix M

"MAKE TT YOURSELF" WOIUME,OP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Date/Period of Administration:

Population:

Februari-March, 1971; ,

Participants in Workshops

Administered by: Bilingual Siaff.DeveIopment
-

i

SPecialist

Data Collected by:

4'

m-i 3 1-8

Office of Evaluation



DESCRIPTION OF,MAKg IT YOURSELF WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

. '

Number-of administrations'of the instrument

.One

Location of aaministratIcii

Xeali Learning Center A

Problems with the measure or with the AdmintAtration which .t hit
affect the validity of the measure

Participants so interested in activities, questionnaire completed hurriedly

Training of the administrators

None

Brief description of the instrument

Participants record ideas encountered and react to opinion items

Rationale for the instrument

1

,Neasure nuiber of ideas encountered by participants and their opinions
of the activities .

Developer of, the instrument

Office of Evaluation staff

Development of the instrument

Conference with Project staff to, determine objectives of workshop and
to formulate procedures for measuring them dr*

Standardization of the instrument.

None 1

ReaAbility and validity of the instrument

No data available.
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EVALUATION - "Make It /Ourself" Workshops

From previous inservice workshops,conducted in November and December, 1973, the
desire by bilingual teachers to participate in staff development activities
which would provide them actual materials and lessons was evident. .As a result,
the Bilingual/Bicultural Project staff planned and conducted a "Make It Yourself"
Workshop on February 7, 1974., Participants in this workshop were the bilingual
teams in the fourth and fifth grades. These teachers were chosen because of the
especially difficult nature.of their bilingual instructiOnal.progran6 Plans were
for the other grade levels td participate contingent upon the succeas-of this
"trial" workshop.

A'formative evaluation report on this workshap.for the fourth and fifth grade
bilingual teachers is on file in the Office of Evaluation.. A summar7 of thii
evaluation is included here. Because of the overwhelmingly positive reception
by the participating teachers, of the origiral workshop, additional inservice
days were scheduled for each of the renp4ning grade levels X3. This report
will review the-entire series of "Hake It Yourself" Workshops.

1

Participants

All bilingual and monolingual team teachers in grades 541.n foject elementary
schools participated.( In addition,,billufal,teachers in grades K-3 from locally
fupded bilt4gual classes were included.'.

Dates

Substitutes were provided for all participants for a full day as follows.

February 7, 1974 -
March 11, 1974 -
March 20, 1974 -
March 22, 2974 -
March 251974 -

Activities

4th and 5th grades
3rd. grade

lit grade
2nd grade

Kindergarten--

Austin's bilingual instructional coprdinator conducted each inservice sessionl
arranging for all necessary materials to be available to participants. Teachers.
'shared ideas and made the materials, game boards, flash cards, posters, etc.
needed for using the ideas in their ciUsrooms.

a

Evaluation
$

Participants were provided a form (see Attachment I) on which to record the idea4
encountered and the materials constructed during the workshop. At the conclu7
sion of the day, these. were to have beenjeroxed so that both the teacher and
the evaluator cou d haye a copy. This was.not done, soothe teachers did not
receive a copy o eir comments. The evaluation form..asked participants to
indicate the novelty the ideas encountered,. the utility of these ideas, end
to rate the works, or its benefit to'them.

go'

a20 I

.3



I
Results

Table 1 is a summary of the participants' responses concerning the novelty of
the ideals encountered during the workshops. Tables 5, 8, ll. 14, and 17 break
these responses down for each workshop and ff.)r ESAA bilingual teachers and 1,,cal

bilingual teachers. whenever posiible to distinguish their responses on the
evaluation instrument. The overall means indicate that the participants.
encountered an average of 3.90 ideas each,' of which 2.30 had not been previously
encountered, 1.22 had been previously encountered, butonly .37 had been pre-
viously Used.

Table 2 is a summary of the participants' responses concerning the utility of
the ideas epcountered during the workshops. Tables 6, 9,.12, 15, and 18 break
these responses down for each workshop and for ESAA bilingual teachers a4a
local bilingual teachers whenever possible to distinguish their responhes on
the evaluation instrument. .The overall means indicate that materials for an
average of 3.56 ideas were worked on.by each participant. Of these ideas,

, 2.36 were completely prepared, for classroom use, 1.08 were t:egun but not
covleted, and only 0.12 were to be made at a later date.

Table 3 is. a summary of the participants' responses to the item "This work-
shop was welltvorth my time." Tables 7, 10, 13; 16, and 19 break these
responses dawn for each workshop and for ESAA bilingual teachers end local
bilingual teachers whenever possible to distinguish their responses. Fifty-

-. two teachers responded that this was "completely true", five responded that
this Vas "mostly true", and one responded that this was "partly. true, partly
false."

Table 4 is a 'strr,flary of the participants' responses to, he it "This type
of workshop should be repeated." Tables 7, 10, 13, 16, and 19 break these
responses down for each workshop end foiESAA bilingual teachers and local
-bilingual teachers whenever possible to distinguish their responses. Fifty-
two teachers responded that this was "completely true" and two responded that
this was "mostly true."

#

Attachment II is a compilation of the cents made by teachers participating
in the workshops. Without exception, the comments were positive. .

Conclusions

This type of workshop provided the bilingual teachers with the kind of
ihservice activity they had reouested. As a result of being provided
inservice time for making practical classroom usable materials, the.
participants expressed gratitude for the experience and hopes
far similar slays in the future. These 'Wake It Yourself" Workshops. were
successful in_every aspect of this evaluation. The recommendation appropriate
here is that this type of lnservice workhap be a part of both the pre-school
suer workshop and the on-going staff training for the 1974-75 Bilingual/
Bicultural Project teaching staff.

121
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Rf4APPRAISAL

The preceding evaluation strategy produced the conclusion that the e It
Yourself" Workshops were any unqualified success in the opinion o e parti-
cipants. Adopting another approach to assessing'these sessions may bring
to attention other_ionsiderations germane. to the plFun ng of Mute work-
shops of a similar nature. This reappraisal will explore the costs in staff
timP and program fuads.in relation to their eventual product. ,

Table 20 piesents an itemization yf identifiable costs related directly to
the workshops With 49 participants, the estimated cost pet-participant
is $100. Table 2 presented a hieakdown of the number of workshop ideas
which teachers planadd to eventually use in their classrooms. Dividing
the _cost of the workshops ($4,90q by the number of items prepared for -

claSsFoom use {175),results is a unit cost for each item of $28..1f just
the tangible product of classroom instructional items is considered, they
the cost per item is several times what it would be for obtaining similar
commercially p 'toduced items. _

Althouah no formal objectives. were stated for these workshop p4i-there were
two implicit ones.

1. To prov4.eteachers and Project staff with the opportunity
to she useful ideas.

2. To pr6vide,teacher1 with an opportunity to make these ideas
classroom- ready.

However, a third objective could have been considered, and, as evidenced
by the-participants' comments, would have been met.

_ To provide teachers an opportunity to discuss informally with .

teachers from other schools classroom organization and management
as well as,general experiences.

Est obvious characteristic of these objectives is their relation to
short -range goals. Longer-range objectived!might have included these.

4. To collect and disseminate a )arge pool of ideas for teacher-
made items which could be coairtructed at any future time out-
side of a 4orkshop setting.

5. To_oromote the realization by teachers of the variety of materials
which they -cdh make and of the value to bilingual education of -

teacher-made items.
6. To encourage a permanent desire on the part of teachers 9i

supplement their curricula with teacher made materials.

If inservice workshops are to accomplish their overall goal of developing
a teaching staff knowledgeable of the materials and methods appropriate for
bainsual education,- then the costs of workshops should be justified by
their long-range effects. Possibly $28 per item or $100 per participant is
a justifiable expenditupe to meet objectives 1-3; however, consideration
could be given-to explicitly adopting dtjectives 4-6 for future workshops
es &means of broadening their lasting effect and aaf increasing their cost
effectiveness. . . 4
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Recommendations #

1. This type of workshop should be conducted'at least for one
day during the 1914-75 Project year. This seems justified
by the overwhelmingly positiys participant reaction'this
year.

2. The workshops should be restructured to allow for greater

cost-effectiveness by adopting objectives 4=6.above, thus
representing the materials producedAas examples of 'what may
be done rather than as ends in theq0elves.

3. 'Pate evaluation should be expanded to determine the ;extent
to which -

a. material produced is actrikny used by the participants
Within their classrooms.

b. participants continue the production, of teacher-made items.

323
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:Tarticipantst.'
Grade Level

. .-.

Number of
Bev Ideas

Previously
Encountered

Pr ly
sed

.

TOTAL

Kindergarten 1.58 i 0.50 y, 0.08'

First Grade. 2.80' 2.00 0.55* 54 3
....,)..

_Second Grade
,

2.39 0.50 0

1.
Tlrird Grade 2.36 2-51 '. 0.29

'Fourth & Fifth 2.00 1.33 0.83 4.17

All Grades 2.30 1.22

-

0437
1

.

>Participants rated each idea encountered's-Al:ming previous
encountered, or previously used:'



Participants''
Grade Level

All Necessary
Materials Prepared

'7-Began Preparation '

Of. Materials
Materials To Be
Made 'Later

Total
.

lindergarten 1.42 '
,

0.42
.

,

0.00 1.83

First Grade s 3:20 q
1.45 0.10 4.75

BecondGrade
--.

1.78 c
0.78 - 0.06:

.

2.61

Third Grade 2.07 1.79

,

. 3.86
.Fourth & Fifth 3.08

r
0.75 0.25 4.08

All Grades .

41

2.36 1.08 .12 -, 3.56

\Ls Participants recorded the state of readiness for classroom use of
each *item on which they;worked.



TABLE 3

THIS WORKSII0P,CIAS-yELL woks 141 TIME.
_

Frequency of responset"

ti

if

Participants'
Grade Leve 2i

Completely
False

Mostly
False

Partly True
Partly False

Mostly
True _

4.0.etely,

's3 le

Kindergarten 0 0 . 0 - ,

First Grade 0 0 0 2 -I0 -.

Second Grade . 0 0
.

1
_

15

, .

.r--rd Grade 0 0
,

- 1

Fourth & Fifth . '0 0 - 4- 0 0 10

All Gdadeb 4". '0
t

0 . 1'
-

_
5 0

,
._52

*,
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traftic,iptIntst
i ade Lev,e1 _

i ----7 = --:-.00
`Itindergarten

Canpletely
False-.

- Mostly
False, .

Part1;y-True
Partly False--

, N
. Most

fir_ue _

CcerplOely
Tnie i_., _..

t..

.!...,-".. , 0 0 1 9.
First -Grade . -0 -^ --

9
Second-Grade-

.

Or- 0
.

16
'Third Grade :

TG 0 - 0
_ , _

Fourth 1,21.11h..
t /

" '

___. __ _

0.

.

10

A3/ Grades _, ,, `-0 0

,
Q

.

,-_ .

...

, .52-

t

I. -,----



"NAXEL IT = YOURSELF" WORKSHOP
A

KINDERGARTEN - MARCH 25, 1914

Novelty of Idea.

Table 5 New
Idea'

previously
Encountered

. Previously
Used

Total
-

Number .-

of
(

Responses` .

- .! ESAA. 11 2 0 13

Lona/
, -

,

-

1 13

Total. 19. 6 1 .

.

26

Wean
.

per

participant

ESAA 1.63 0.33 0.00-' we2.17

Local 1.33 ' 0.67 (417

vw
.

2.17

Total 1.58 0.50 - .0.08 2.17

Utility of Idea

Table 6
.

All Necessary
Materials Prepai.ed

Began Preparation
of Materials-

)(aerials to be
Made Later

Total
-

Humber

of
.

Responses-

.:ESAI. , ro , 3 . -0 - -13
.

Local

.

. 7 2 ,
.

b

Total

.

14 :5
22

Mean
..-,

per

Participant

.ffiAll' _1.67 , 0.50 MOO-. . 2.17

.Local 1.17 0.33 0.00 1.50

Total 1.42 0.42 0.00 1.83

inion It

Table 7
.

Completely
Fa/se' .

Mostly
False

Partly-True
Partly False

MbstlY
True

Complete/
True .

1. This Workshop

was well worth

rev' time.

ESAA- 0 Q 0 $ 0 . 6

Local 0
.

_ .

3

Total 0 0. . 0 1 ,

This2. Ths typmerip

Workshop s d

iii repeated.

0. .0 0 0 6
.1a10,p,

local- 0 3 28 0 0 1 3

Total

.

0 0 0 9



Table 8 _
New
Idea

Previously
.

Encountered-
Previously
Used

Tot;

Nuber of
Responses 'Total 56 4G 11 -- 10'iPmuiper

.

Participant Total 2.80 2.00

,

0.55 5.5!

Table 9
. .

---titlaitor of I_ dea

Total:
All Necessary_
Materials Prepared

Began Preparation
of Materials .

Materials to be
Made .Later

Nsiber of
Responses Total. . 64 29 2

.

95Mean per .

Participant Total
-

3.20

__

.
. .

1 5 ._

0,

0.10 4.75.

tk

Table 3.0
.

Completely
False

Mostly-``tryTrUe
False ly False*

Mostly-
True

Completely :
Mut

This Workshop
veil worth
time,

.

Total 0 0

.-

0 2 ' 10
This-type of
Workshop should.

repeated Total ' 0 - 0 0 0

.

9



-
11HAKrIT Y011.RSELF" WORKSH1P

-

Second trade March 22,1974:

a

'4.

-J
Novelty of Idea

Tab_ le- .11 v ,. 4t ',.

,* -' .
Kew
Idea

Previously
Itaraiunte4d

Previously
Usid

Total -

Number
.4. R .

leipbases `, .
..:.

-Total't.- 43

.

-
.

Ite:an
per :

Participant - . Total ' 2.39 0.50

.

0.11-
/

3.00

Utility of Idea.

-Table -12

.. .,

.

.

.

,Nedesssary
AD- ../

Materials
Preparea

Began , -
Preparation
of
,Materials

.Materials
to-be
Made -
later

Total

Number- of _ .

Re!sponses Total 32 '14 , 1
.

47
Mean -
per

particiPin--

t
IP.,

-Total--
\

1.78
.

0.78

s ,
.

0.06 1.61 '
P

Op-Inio'n Items
COMpletely Mostly F Partly True

False False Partly False
Mostly Complete.ly'

True True
1.112.1.84lory.ali o (..
was yell worth k

- tel
type'L df. -

Workshop should- 4:

0 333 0 1 15



quatz iiityotast-F woars-op

t

rade :March lia 1974

-,--

Table_ 14 New
Tdea

:Previously, .Priviously-
Encountered Used

.TPtal

itclaber-

of
Responses -

ESA&
.

13 . - 2 37
= Local 11 9 2 -22-
Total 33 22 .4 55 -

Mean
per

Participant

-_ESAA. , 3.14 1.86 0.29 5.29
_Local. 1.57. 1.29. -0,29 3./4
Total : 2.36. _-. --J..5/-74 0.29 4:21

41

II
Table 25

. A11 Began Nkterials
_

N,-.Total
Necessary Preparation, to be
Matiiials of 'Made
Prepared Materials Later-

BMA. 14' _ 0 37-
, o , Local- 6 11 0 17

Responses Total 29 25
.

0 . 54
Mean ESAA 3%29

-
. 2.00, v.00f A- 5.29per Local 0.86 1,57' D.00 2.43Participant Total 2.07' 1.79 . -moo 3.86

Table 16 .
,

Coopletely 'Mostly.
, False False

Partly True
Partly False

-Mostly
True

Completely
True

1. This Workshop
was well worth
AY rhea.,

, ESAA 0 0 0 1 -:- .4
Local ' 0 -0 - 0 4
Total 0 0 1 8

2. This typs of
Workshop should
be repeated.. .

ESAA 0 Om 0 . 1 4
Local 0

4
0

,

0 0 . 4 -4

Total '0 0- A 1 8 I

31
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TABLE 17

s

"MAIZE IT YOUBSELF"VORKSHO?

Fourth and" Fifth Grades ,February 7, 1974

ti 4

NOVELTY OF IDEA

.

. New
.Idea`

.PrevicIsiy Previously
Used

Total

Number of
Responses

- .

. 24

/

16 13

-

50

".kan Per
Participant 2.0

.

1.33 ..83

.

4..17-

Table 18 UTILITY OF IDEA
All Necessary
Materialq -Prepared

'Began Preparation
of Materials

Materials to
Be Made later

Total

iribler of

Responses 37 9
I

3. '49^

Mean Per
Participant x.08

. .75 .25

_

4.08

TA3LE' 19 OPINION ITEMS
Completely
False

Mostly
_False

Partly true,
Partly False

,Mostly
True

Completely
True

-This workshop was
weleworth my time. 0 '0 0 13

2. This type of workshop
= should be repeatei 0 0 0 0 13

332
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Cost
Table 20

sis of "Make It Yourself:` Workshops

mPersonnel

Substitutes (49 x 1 day each)
Tiachers (49 x 1 day each)
Instructional Coord. (1 x 5 days)
Secretary (i x 1.5 days)
Material Specialist (1 x 4 days}
Secretary (i x 1.5 days)
-.Curriculum Writers (4 x days)

Project Coord. (1 x 1 day)
Evaluator (1 x 2 days)
Secretary.(1 x 1 day)
Data Specialist (1 x 1 day)
All Personnel

Materials

Other Costs:

Total of all identifiable

Number of Participants
Cost per Participant

Number of "items" made
Cost per "item"'

+

Work Cost per
1 Day

49 . $ 19'
42

. 5 45
1.5 19

14 48
1.5 19
14 47.50
1 64
2 50

1 19
1 . 25

Total

$ 931
2,058

,225

28.50
192
28.50

665
64

IOC!

19

300

F:I.C.A. 253
Keeling Learning Center use
Substitute Office time
Principals' tine,
Payroll Office tine
Teacher travel to K:L.C.
Staff travel to K.L.C. 12

costs

- 49

- $100.02

- 175
- $ 28

g-16

14,901

0



ESL& BILDIGUAL/EICULIUSAL non=
7ebruary 7, ISVr-Inservice Workshop

Aztathoent I

lease_neke aryTi zurtes which you Irish about the aisserials and activities 4Incounterad today of that you will hive a persanent record of
this workshop. As part of the project's evaluation .of this type of laorkthop, each part/rips:zee paper will be sercuced at the end-of tbi
day so that the Office of Zvaleation may analyze the sax= sod usefulness of Information that has been disseninats# tads'''. You do Dot_
Uwe to write goer .nape OM this paper before it is copied. Addillohal pages ars_avallehlat if needed., -.. ,

, Directioest la the =loan beaded 1134-3.27 write tile approirriata semberi DiSera Idea, 24reviowaly Encountered Idea, 3Previouslyi-Vsed ;lei
-- ,-

In the_ colzsan headed UM= write the appropriate number: 1411 Secessary, Outride Prepared Today for disarms Tee,
Q 20Begert l'iveretioc of Materials, 34Eaterials- Will Toe liedelster-

4or Use '4;$ Idea Sibet 1Se IWO.
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ATTA.OHKENT II

COMMENTS FROM PARTICIPANTS

tt.
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BMA BILINGUAL/BICUI/IVRAI; PROJECT

"Make It Yourself" Workshop
`forfor Kindergarten

--.

1. Good workshop!

.--. 2. _I felt the need to acquire a better understanding of the Bilingual /Bicultural

.
Program of which I'm a part - rather than produce a lot of materials. I

appreciated the day - sharing ideas, discussing needs mf.the children, etc.

3. ThCproughly enjoyed the day.

Enjoyed today very much. This workof today will help individualize in my

clgsdroom.

5. We felt the. eed to acquire a bettr. understanding of the Bilingual/Bicultural

Program and its operating andyorking among the different schools. This

disCussion helped us to enhance and better our own program.

6. I really,enjoyed being able to finAlly go to a meeting that involved only

Kindergarten matters. All the new ideas I received were really,vorthvbile.

T. Enjoyed small group, Definitely: Gattiterd knowledgeable ideas and information

from other schools.

8. Really enjoyed this workshop. Rot only was it beneficial in that I made
materials, but I also acquired quite a few ideas frtm other, teachers whom

I didn't know before.

338
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ESAABI6jiGUAL/BICULTURAL::PROJECT
fillike It Yours9±",Workshop.

Comments from Pirst Grade,

1. Very_ worthwhile workshop. Gave us gOOd ideas 'and time to prepare thela.
.e

2. El tiempo fue Bien empleado y los materiales may utiles. Seria muy-

buena idet darle oportuidad de preparar materiales para'el proximo

ano ha todas las maestras que eaten interesadas. ,Se po4ria'haeir

esto durante el verano?
_

3. Thoroughly, practical and enjoyable workshop. Much limcompIished.

4. This was a great workshop, We need more like it.

5. Very good inservice. Would like to have more like this thronghout

the year, starting in the summer.
,

6. It was a good workshop..

7. I would like to attend another workshop like this one. «I feel next

time I would be better prepared to.usetytime adequately.
.

8. It was a very good workshop.

tt
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ESWBILINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECT
"Make It-Yourself" Workihop

Comments fry Second Grade

I'accOmplished a lot. Enjoyed it, too.

Really very helpful. Please have more,of these!

This has def"tely.teen-the best workshop, very benefiiial. I'd been
waiting for day like this! I really got something done. Please,
Please, P let's do this again!!!

, .

*-1.. .

.

Please tom,' to give us more workbooks and a vatiety of them, for building,.
up materials systems in Spanish. Would love'to have another workshop
.11k0 this.

It yonld'be,a gOod idea to have Another workshop. It would also help if
we could be furnished with more materialslikevorkbooks:

6:- This was a veri, good/workshop and we hope we get to have more of these.
It gave jne an excellent. opportunity to get new ideas to use in `my glass-

. room add tine to -dor:k on these ideas. ,

1-
,.-

. . .

.

7. Got
.

many ideas to use later. .'
/-

A
,,

A, .'4.

8. *This was the best of' all workshops. I really got slot accomplished which
I normally couldn't do at School. -I hope that this type of ,a, workshop
will be repeated very "soon:'ve .

.
.

.._

0 Very, very godd

10. Bilingual materials such as workbooks should be supplied.

U. Takes a great of time: Thankful for the time alloted t;'us for thig great
workshop. This type of workshop. shOuld be continued duririg net year.

,

12.- I would like to see more'workshops like this, maybe we could have 2 or 3,
of these before the beginning of next pchotol year.

4

;1 4'
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a

ESAA BIINGUAL/BICULTURAL PROJECII5
40.

e It Yourielf" WoOsAop aJ,
6...eats from.Third Grade

I. -Inservice was very profitable.

2. . This 1411 work greet my skill boxes.. This workshop les great.
enjoyed coming and working. on materials.

st-

inserviCe was very helpful. The materials needed Mere supplild,
the working atmosphere vas-very good. f 4,

4. 7en,joyed this.wOrkshop because we actually used our time on making,
materials for our class. Something useful.

ppr/doiate the opportunity to work on class:31.°cm materials. All
dnessary supplies Well supplied,

-

.4

4,

s
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CoMMEMTS

"HI& A Yourself" Workshop .

Fourth and Fifth Grades

in general, all activities profitable 'useful - Math and
vocabulary games -.good motivators workshop should be repeated .

A.

Dittos excellent 4
AVailability of materials_ greet -

..-
_ ..-_

A wonderful chance to Share ideas - "dopy" othersideis an
'!N..ital'y work and. accomplish so much!

Children need interesting drills materials that they will be--..

- glad to use - there arell just that!

I was. not notified, about the inservice.unt 1 late this morning.
I haOpreviouily dcheduled a field trip f r my class and there-
fore I*could not attend until after.lun

'I was not notified about this inservIce t 1 late this morning
#nd I had plans td take my students on a fie d trip

Materials available,-t-t o check out - very helpful

Enjoyed theowork
like this.

'very much. Would like to have another.

It was nice tb fiave A ll the materials, etc. that we needed.'
ready for us, to use. --

-

I enjoyed this workshop very much; All materials and 'assistance.
were available. It was an atmosphere of cooperation and fun.

This h ad to be the mast usefulinservice ever held. At - last
. someching worth - whilewav finally tAiven to teachers. -

4,

1.
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Appendix 71

INSTEIUMENT REPORT

TEACHER/AIDE WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

I

Date/Period of Administration: Bch- April, 1974

Population: i 'Participants in Workshops

Administeredl, Bilinguil Staff Dvelopmer4
Specialist

Data.Collected by: Office of-Eyaluation Staff
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II

6R1PTION OF TEACHER/AIDE WORKSHOP REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
.

limber 'of administrations of tlle instrument'

-t_

Lobation of administration
1

Keeling Learning ,Center

-Problems with tie measure ot-with the administration which might
-Affect the validity of; the measure

allw a

. 'None

Training,of the administrators

None

Brief-description of the instrument

Opinion items related to workshop activities

Rationale for the instrument s:

Measure participant opinions of activities conducted

a

Developer 6f-the instrument

Office, of Evaluation staff

Development of the instrument

Staff Development Specialist and, Evaluator confered on objectives and.
specific-bilisions. Appropriate items develOpedj

, 1

Standardization of the instrument ..

None

.Reliability and validity of instrument

No data available

It14 4f
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JiBSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
-Division of Instruction and Development

Department of Educational Development
Office of Evaluation

ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural Project

TEACHER/All INSERVICH
Harsh /April; 1974

Program Description

I

.1 4"

A-series of three inservice workshops concerning the working relationship

I\
*bletween'teachere and 'teacher aides in bilingual clissrooms was conducted

during March and April, 1974. This report briefly describes these:wpFk-
,

ehops;-theeparticipants,,and the reactions.of the participants Co the

activities in which 4hey-engSged.

Purpose

..,

The primary purpose a these workshops was to provide a forum for discussion

9

between teacher and aide of their working relationship within the class-
.

room and each other'a instructional role., A secondary purposeessex-

* .4ore classroom management techaques appropriate for bilingual classroom,

Dates

'March 6, 1974 -'2nd and 3rd Grades

March 29;1'1974 - K and 1st Grades

,April 29, 1974 - 4th and 5th Grades

Participants

Bilingual teachers", monolingual team teachers, and aides from the, four

Project elementary schools Govalle, Hats, and Palm) along with

bflingdal teachers .from several other bilingual elementary schools in the

district attended.;

Consultannd Activities

Activities and consultants were coordinated by the district's bilingual

an outline oinstructional, coordinator, Hrs.

the schiduled activities and

Galindo, Following is

ltants responsible.
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March Oi 1974

Questionst Answers & Saul:Cons - (small & large group activities)
Tiara Ceyanes, Pete Escaiilla,,Gloria Garcia

1lnidos Trahatando z Marfiaivas, Idalia Tamez, Carlos Vargas, Minnie
.: Wilson; Curriculum Writers

Classroom lia.nngement - Phonics as a /means, to teaching Spanish-.

Unlit*, Dolores Segura, and Teresa McLane from Zavala, School

Maich 29, 1974

TeachinA Tozetherm-Ga Undo

"'Punta y Talon" - Ann 'Leal
aa.

Classroom Management - Irma Zavaleta

$

Oral Language Development - Sheila Guzman

Diagnostic Reading Instructibn in Spanish - Sarita Lopez

Interest Centers - Lucy Sahraie

April 29, 1974

Teachers and Aides - Emma Galindo

Reading - Angelina Garcia andTatoline Williams

"Punta y Talon" - AnnLeal

-

Social Studies and Sciencel,Snanish - Gloria Gomez,, Maria Rivas, Cailos Vargas,
Idalia Tamez Minnie Wilson

Decision Questions
Evaluation

. .

The evaluation of the three woriehops was planned to provide.feedback Which

would be useful in: answering these two decision quespons.

1. Row beneficial to the participants was each inservice segment?

2. ,Should this type of inservice workshop be repeated, and if so,
at.what time during the 74-75 school year?

To answer these two questions, parithpints responded to a specially designed

feedback instrument administered at the close of.eaCh of the three workdays.

(see Attachments I, II, and III)

'Participants rated each workshop segment individually and then indicated

their preferred time for a similar workshop to be conducted during the 74-

75 school year. -2e
4
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.

In addition, participants in the March 6 workshop _responded to two

unique items. ,

4

.
This inservice has made my attitude more positive toward the teacher
or-aide with which I avrk,.

This inservice-helped me and the `teacher or aide with whfch i work
.understand each othe? a problems better.

These two items were dropped from the subsequent forms because of vcamenfs

from several participants that they came to the workshop withpositive

attitudes and understandings and so the items were inappropriate. Several

others -omitted reponses to their items.

Results %,

\Zticipants rated each workshop segment on the following scale.

'pre.

1 e a complete waste of time
2 = mostly a waste of time
3 = somewhat beneficial, somewhat wasteful.
4 = mostly beneficial
5 = completely' beneficial

_

Table 1 represents the participants' near ratings of ea inservice segment.

The higher the mean, the more beneficial the raters felt the segment was.

.1ieansare.presented for all identifiable groups,, Mesh ratings ranged from

3.14 to 4.58.

Participants in the March 6 workshop responsed on this scale to the two unique items.

1:7cdbnpletely false
2 =,mostlylfalse
3 = partty.true,, partly false
4 = mostly true
5 = completely true

3

Table 2 represents the mean responese to the two unique items used on March

6. Bilingual/8i= tural Project teacheri expressed less gain in positive
\1

attitudes than did th aides and teachers from other bilingual classes;

however, all means were inik tisitive direcan.

Table 3 represents the participants' opinions on the best time, if stall,.
7 .

for the Lathe ty0h of workshop to be held in 74-75. Sixty=one percent felt

that before school begins wopld be best, while an additional 30% chose dur-

ing the first semester.

34M



DATA

.6

6'

Mar.29

Mar.29

Mar.29

Mar.29

Mar:29'

Apri129

Aqw1229

Apri129

1. Apa129

Apri129

TABLE 1 MEAN RATINGS FOB INSERVICE-SET=.xD,

= a cothplete -waste of time

= mostly a waste of time

3 =-somewhat beneficial, somewhat wasteful
4 = mostly beneficial.
5 = completely beneficial

"
IlibtOVICE SEGMENT

.

B/B
TEACHERS

.B/B

AIDES
B/B

TOTAL
OTHER

TEACHERS
-C4MER

AIDES
OTHER
TOTAL

ALL
TEACHERS

ALL
AIDE TOTALTOTAL

Qngstions, Answers
and Solutions

3.38 3.90 3.61 3.10 3.26 3.90 3.58

Uhidos Tea ando 3.8 3. 0 3.70 2.8 .43' 3. 0 47

Classrodm Z 4.20 4.30 I4 4 4.61 4.20 4.46

_ 2.87 3.22 -3.00 3. 3.33 3.1s 3.06 3.25 1.14

I Punta Talon 4.25 15.33 4:28 4.63 15.2 4.50 4.36 4.31 4.

Cli..ssroom Management

(Zavaleta)
4.50 3.75. 4.20 5.00 5.00 5.00. 4.65 4.11 4.38

-Classroom Management
(McLaine) .

4.33' 4.00

/

'15.25 3.00 _.- 3.00 3.93
.

4.00 3.97

-Oral Language Dev. 4.67 5.00 4.75 4.00 4.33 _ 4.17 4.47 , 4.81 4.58

Dig. Read: Instru.
in Spanish

, 3.30 - 3.25 3.-29 3.67 5.00 2;4.00 .3.41

,

3.75

. c...

3.52

Interest Centers 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.20 3.00 3.86 441 4.07 4.30

Teachers & Aides , 3.67 4.20 3.82 ...-

.

-- -- 3.67 4.20 3.82

PgPAIRE:3.89
Punta y Talon

4-20 4-00 ,- __ 3.89

t

4.21. 4.00

4.08 3.20 3.82' __ .._ .._ 4.08 3.20 3.82_

Social Studies &
Science-Spanish

4.63 4.20 4.46 __ 4.63 4.20

A

4.46

Hablamos en EspaZolE H 4'.3'5 4 33 4.33 4.33



B/B B/3 0 ALL

- AIDES VITAL 'MOMS =AI
.

.. .
4

This inservice has , . .
made agr attitude .

more positive tovai;d 3.75 ' 4.0o 3.86 4.33 3.96
the teacher or aide .

with -which I work. i .,

.
. .

This inservice haa, .

helpediaR and the .

Umber dr aide with which 3.67 4.30 3.95 4.50 4.07

I -work Inaderstaid each '

ache's problems better. /
t . .

11
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-.1 AK--_
TABLE 3 Frequency and Percentage of Participants' PrefirineCi for

Bepitition of the Workshop

. :
.

1

ITEM: This type oS workshop should be a part .of next year's project at tie time indicated.

.

. .
FAEctirENCY , (PERCENTAGE) '

BEFORE: SCHOOL
STAMM

DURING FIE'ST
SIMMER

AT ED OF
FIlET SEMBIZR

DURING-
neon SENESirER

NOT
AT ALL

BilAio Teachers 27 (60) 12 (27) 1_ (2) 3 (7) 2
.

-00-

Bil/Bic Aides 28 (75) 6 (25) 0 (0)---A-- 0 (0) ). 0 (0)

Bil/Bic Total 45 (65) 18 (26)
t-,

(1) 3 (4) 2 (3)

Other Teachers a 2)
\(4

.

07)

Other Aides 3 (75) 1 (25)-
0.

0 (0) 6 (0) 0 '(0)

Other Total 11 (48) 10 (43)' 1 (5) - 0 (0) 1 (5)

All Teachers 35 (55)

.

21 (33) 2 (3) 3 (5) J 3

.

(5)

All Aides 21 (75)
t

7 (25) 0 (0) 0- (0) 0 (0)

.
All Total 56 (61) 28 (30) 2

.

(2) 3 ,(3) 3 (3)
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Only.2% and 37, chcise thek-,end of the fire.; semester and during the second ,

"semester respectively. Only 3% felt:the.workthop should not be held at all.

Attachment IV IV is a compilation of all additional comments made on the

:assessment forms*

Conclusions'

Although overall the ratings of the inservice segments
4
were Moderately

bib to well above 4,,some groups rated several individual segments low.

Risponses to they two unique items from larc1 6 indicate that althilugh

there may haveteen confusion in responding to these items, there were

some positive effects on teacher/aide relations derived from the workshop

activities.

Most sigliificantly, the participants (917,) expressed a desire to have this

type of workshop early in the 74 "-75 Project year. The general feeling

expressed by the participants was that the workshops were beneficial to

both aides and teachers and should be. repeated.

BecoommulatimIS

1. Before i01.1,1aing similar workshops in the future, Project staff
should review the ratings given these inservice segments and
consultants to determine which tto schedule again, which. to
revise, and Wliich to eliminate.- .

2. The format and activities comprising these workshop:i'were
beneficial to both teachets and aide's and should be con-
sidered 'closely in planning future workshops-involving both
teachers and aides.

3. Following the recommendation of the majority of participants,
the 74 - 75 Project should 'provide this type of inservice to
teachers and aides during the Summer Workshops.
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Amain Independent Scboot 'Piot/Uzi
BilinguatiBicattute DepaAtmeht

Development
2nd g 3rd Gudereagheu,and Aides

142tch 6, 1974

(check one)
oot Teacht.. * Aide

,

ftease /tate each the iogowing watkshop segements on this scate;

Attacipikeut I

1. a comptetc-uxate chi tZme
2. mo:20.1 waste 06 ti ne
3. 40 benelicat, somewhat musteiat
4.. mostly benegrAat
5. comptetety benegeiat

J.

gdtstions, AMMAA S Solutions (smat g taage gaoup
activities) Lynn Ceyanes, Peteacamitta, Gtoaia Cfacia g
Noama g-Raut &facia -

2. unidos rtabajando-Mania Rivas, Idatia Tamei, Caatos Vaagas
`Minnie Witson Cuttictitum niters _

3. Ctasstoom ManagementPhonies 44 a means to teaaing Spanish-
Tama 2avatetaDotoxes Segura S Tetesa Metairie Palm 2avata Schoot

PteaSe ptace the gumbet o6 the ..st appoptiate choice next to.gaCh
o6 these tems conceaning this hop as 4 collate. Use lAis acme:

I. Comptitety Fatse.
4

2. Mostty Fatse.
3. Patty time, pattty latse
4. Mostty tilde

5. Comptetety true

4. This insetvir! ha A made mg attitude 'moat Positive towaad-

the teacher /oiraide with which T gotk.

S. This ins etvice helped me and the teachex Jot aide with gitick
wotk_undeastand each othelea. pioaems bettet.

%

6., This type o6 inseavice should be a pant o6 next year's
Otoject at the time .indicated. (ftease mite the numbers

o6 your choice next.toommkt 6 icons the possible ansWets
below.) ,. , -

_ 1. be6ote schoot Statts-

,
. 2. during the 6itst,semestet

3.. athe end oli the gut semes
4.- duaimg the. Second semester
5. not at att.

Additionat.comments:
. ''

,354
B-10

A

-r.



ss.

,.-

.
ftustin IndependeneSch ol District

8,11 it:guar/II icul turd Pro fret

Atacbmereili st

Kindergarten and FiTSI Grade TeacheWide inaerviet

' March 29, 1974

Tvacher,5041 (check onOttidy
- .

.,--Pfease rate each 'of tflq folldWing workshop segments on this scale:

es

'
1.' a complete waste of time'
2. mostly a.waste of time ,

43. somewtat beneficial, somewhat- wasteful'if. /mostly beneficial(
completely beneficial.

1. ,achlngirogether-Finota

2. urtingt'a y Talon"-An't Leal % r ,

oil -3a: Classr4mManagement-Irms layilet
or

3b. Classroom Management--Thertsa McClane

.

%

3c.'Oral Language-DeClopment-Sheila Guzman,

or

4a. Diagnostic_Readint Instrucfaon in Spanish-S.
or

4b. Interest Clenters-Lucy Sahraie
.*

Thlaitypt.. of ineervice should be a pail' of next year's project ai t
the time indi9ated. (check one)

'1..' before school starts
. 2. ..du frig the first semester

3. at end of the,first.semester
4. " during the second semester

;-5.1"not Sat ail

Additional Comments: "(use hack if necessary) 4
. 0

4

to Lopez

its

A
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Ati,achment III
, -

4ustin Independent School District

Bilingual/Biculture Project

Tiouith and Fifth Grade Teacher/Aide\' Itaervice

*. April 29, 1974 p .

Aide
(Check one)Teacher

J.

Pledse
t
rate each of the followingyorkshop segments on ,this scale:

.64
l, a complete waste of time
2. mostly-a waste of time
3. somewharbeneficial, somewhat wasteful.
4. "mostly beneficial
5. -completely beneficial

1. Teachers and Aides ;Emma Galindo

2. Reading- Angelip.a Garcia 6 Caroline Williams

3. "Punta y Talon" -Ann Leal

4. Social Studies and Scieice- Spanish
Gloria Gomez, Maria Riyas, Carlos Varg -Taalia Tamez,

or Minnie Wilson

4. Hablambs En Espanol of Perkins, Education Service Center&
, -

- 4 . Region )(III
t

.
.

this type of inservice should be a part, of next year's pioject at% ...._tfie time indicated. check one)

---7M.
.,

.,

0, Additional COmments: Ouse back if necessary')
1 -

----4-------- ;

before school starts
during'th'e first semester

the end of the semester
dur g the second semester
not a all

S

4.
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COMETS

. .

March 6, 1974
Second and Third Grades

.rt

tATIACHMENTIV '

MOP

1. I feel_ because I don't have an aide,the morning session vas wasted in

my time as. well as yours. Maybe we c oul- d request a particular need-

. and concentrate on that need. 1/2 day - afternoon (becauge of reading

at school) would, could be better.,

2. I really enjoyed today! vas most helpful, and it gives me more

,courage4to continue!

3. Have the next in- service ar teacher made-materials soon! 'Can't wit!

4. I especially enjoyed the afternoon session and am looking foulard to

the next one.'
*\* 1,

5. Inservice very beneficial; because of aided and teachers were together

for the first time.

6. I enjoyed Mrs. Segura and Miss Zavaeta's-ifreseqtations very much.-

I. The dfte was more beneficial.
i

"8. Please --- traini for 'aides during ibevmmer.

9. I enjoyed thiyinservice and I feel t have le ed something.

March $9, 1914
' Kindergarten and'First Grades

u
1. ,Good workshop, personally I enjoyed the film "I am a Teacher Aide and

learning ab6ut Aides guidelines from Mrs. Galindo.

Wish we'd known about stations being made, so we could bring own ideas
and materials - wonderful - need More of this -type!

,I 'do not believe a child in.this area of Texas, should not bitmught
language of Spanish. \When its mixed With Buerto Rico, langpsge, and
South AmeriCa.

The child Ipedomes confused. Because whem he goes. home, these.parentb
.do not underktand . Culture differ cgs clash.

4.. Very much enjoyed!

5. ThrOghout the' year as new materials,are,present. are,teaching
both nglis)i and Spanish reading and oral language development and
should be abIeto attend:both sessions in'order:for us to do a better
Job of teaching. Since the aide is doings half pf the teaching, 4,

0.



March 29,1.974 Kindergarten and First Grades (Humber 5 Continued)

in the room. I think the aide should be known as a license teacher
if you pass a test or after a year of experience. And g course
yobr head teat er is ydUr degree teacher. I feel the word aide
shOuld not be ed at all in the classroom. When you.and your
degree teacher are'vorking toward the same'goal. Whgt is best
for the child!' 4

6. The filMstr4tad transparency presentations were very beneficial.
I pant to have a copy,of the questions I ask myself as a teacher and
the aide asks herself. This will help me to relate to her and be
more effective and helpfUl in working with an aide as this is a new
experience for me, too.

Some-did not apply to m.grade ley&

8. .1gain, MI6 would have been more beneficial at the beginning of the-
year. It's confusing to have had two different philosophers -of
teaching Spanish reading Benitez (phonic approach only) vs Lopez
(sight and phonic)

9. We need to spend more time on dances. No mention was made of what
record was used. I.suggest a workshop on dances that meets every
day for a week for a short time each day. That way we won't forget
them so easily:

10. More activities and movements should be provided after lunch!!

11. Sara Lopez was very knOwledgable, but since I am a kindergarten
teacher, her listing of metho.logies, and sub areas were not directly

je applicable to my teaching needs. -

12. Activities where there is more audience partIeipation should be
presented. LectUres turn people offl

April 29, 1974
-Fourth aiid Fifth Grades

..

Very useful! Afternoon, mmAll group, was the best. ever!

411.
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FIELD *IPS

e of the components of the ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project for 1473-
74 vas planned activities designed to increase the experience background
of Project students. A major effort. in this component was the partici-
pation in field trip experiences. Several events greatly influenced the
field trip situation in Project schools- oghout the year. This report
"attempts tp present as accurately as:poss e the data relevant to the
number of students in Project schools who p icipated in field trips.

--
The proposed field trip experiences for secondary students in'the bi- :

lingual classes were tohave included both local and out-of-town trips.
Locally, trips were to include points of interest, especially those of
a cultural nature. The out-of-town experience was to bean all -stay
visit to San Antonio. Table 1 shows the number of trips taken and the,
total number of students involved for ESAA funded field trips. All four.
schools did participate in the San Antonio trip and this is refleCied in
the totals. Martin and Allan did not take any local field trips, Austin
took one, gh.dJohnaton took seven.

The elementary trips were originally planned to be taken by students
fion Project schools and students frau non- Project, non- minority schools;-
however, this cultural interchange mAS never iiplemented. Thus all local

%field trips were participated in by Project students only. Origieally
the elementary students were not to be included in the San Antonio e-
rience; however, an amendment was approved to, take all of grades 6, and
they did participate.

The elementary field trips must be considered in the context of the pre-
vious year and, the unuseal circumstances of the Project year. Table 2
summaames the number of trips taken and theatOtal number of times stir
dent-participated in one of these trips during the 72-73 year.. "Local
budget" trips were funded from Austin Independent School District sources
and "other sources" inclUded any other trips, of which the great_majority
were from. the Title I Program. These same figures are compiled for 73r74

' in Table 3. Table 4 is a comparison of t1e total number-of students par--
,

ticipating for both years. The total for 73-7 does not. include ESAA. funded
trips.

These figures represent a 4% decrea se in field trips from one year to the
...next. The enrollment ol Austin Independent School District during the same.

period increased 1.5%;._ Therefore, the number of times students participated
in a field trip decreased while the district's :enrollment was increasing.
This was within the context of a fuel shortage which prompted the Superin-
tendent io encourage the curtailment of field trips.

Looking only at ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project elementary schobls, a'
very different picfure emerges. In 73-74, Project elementary school stu-
dents participated in 15% more locally funded-field trips than in 72 -73,

I
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_PAUCITY
SOURCE

OF TRUS
SCHOOL 3 5 TOTAL 1

1 2 8

+ESAA

ail JBio'
Govalle' 2 1 2 7 95

# OF STOMA
2- TOTAL

\233 -232 _,_126

133 -3_33 -1330 1-

126 l'..."907

68i

Metz 3 2 2 16 99- 151-, 17)4-

Palm 0 0 1 1 1-
L

78-, 78

=2)45-

Total 6 3 5 7 8 35 275 182 543 594 .511 642 2717

96

*Martin

Austin 2

80

135'

_Johnston 8 239

Total 12 550

MAIL
BU /Bic

All Project
Schools. 47 3297
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_ but Ur fewer from otlieitrrsources. This representi a total of 38% fewer
field-trips- than, the ye before: This is substantially ;dtfferent from_. _

the figures- for t.- district as a whole.

deficit by providing additional. field trips which brought the..total fc.r.
73774np to a level equal to an overall rise of 2%. Therefore, students:1_

Iiroject elementary schools were provided A.2% increase in 'field trips ,

while the district average fell by.4Z, These totals, however, represent ,
-Very-Sianchanges in. the overall number of students participating4-Very -Sian'

A
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Appendix P

wTRU1ENT REPORT'

t

BOEHM TEST OP BASIC CONCEPTS.

4.

4
IR

Tfr

..Dite/Period of Administration:` ',

POPulatibit:

s
Adwinistered

Data OollFcted

fr

=

_

.4s

369

September, 1973Japuary,, 197A

All Kindergarten Students

Ciassroiim teachers .
. -

Austiii Independent School= District
bffici of Sty.ideit,DayeloPment

41.
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OESCIPTION car gmani,!TiST or ilASZC' CONCEPTS
_

er of i9ettation eefythe instrnient

Tb for student," once in September- andtnce in, January..

A

location Of adldnistretion

4

tfie leassiook
.

-

-Pro-"eb1-..r......,-witlithemeasi&it-orwith the adMinistrationwhiblart
-affeetthiivititiVEyArtbelnWinie .*,',.
Loose entrol of editinarat 'procedures: Dane from. tine anaemic dis-
cardeCeit the basis of a n high scores coupled-withAiverily,negative
:attitudes toward standardid testing on the Bart of the teachipriewrad-
sdnistered and,-.0cored.the test,

J

Tii4nfTwoU.thi-ndministrafors. .

1- ._
. ..

,

3.
: "1None "-

4
..- . ./. - IT .* ..

, -
y

..-.
-,:Brief descrintion of the_inst:- rtielit

r

t .

Fifty pictorial. items arrengid In approximate difficulty level. Each ..
, .

v :
item consists 0 asit:feripictrirea about which, statements are` read, to - s
thepupil. These is briefly desiribe the pictures and ask-the- .-
paild to `mark the-one illustrating the empept area..

,

- .

e for the instrument
.

To provide assessment o beginning school $141Avenis knoWledge of-frequently
used doncepts which are often mistakenly issumed to be known by-children.
By'Finpointing these deficits early, appropriate.remediation cantle bk.

.1';,,Idenented to avoid intsrference with school progress:

PeYeloper of the ins trument

Ann; E. Eoehm,.ftblishedby the Psyciplogical Corporation
N\ "--

IkeyeloSenvof the instrument
me f100

Items mere developed by inspection of curriculum materials elong'ilith checks40
to see what concepts were difficult for sizeable, timbers of children. .Tino

* waves of preliminary testing were done, to obtain data for final selection
of thetitems,

Standardization of the instrument .

Standardization sample consisted of 'low, middle; and high socioeconomic Repel
.' students from kindergarten,7firet-and second grades in.16 dities.around the -

untryv Pircefitiles corresponding to various raw scores are reported for'..begill-
i in?aul4yeaf testing.in eadh of the SES level by grade classification*. '_

.
1r

. -Veld;bility and validity of the,
.

,

, '051711-Italf reliability coefficients, corrected by the 4pearman-Brayen formula,
ranged from .6k.to .90 in the standardization sample. Ito validity data'are

-
reported. -

,.. .
,
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a.
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..e"

Analysed oftsults forthe Boehm Test of B asic Concepts
- ...

--,a, ---_,

'Zit Boehm Teq of Baltic Con cepti.ras administererto oL.1'lder:- ,_.
_geirten pupils attendini Vitae I elementary schools eas a pre-jes--
aurisA the _Fall semester (late September) and..ltgain-asfs, post. .-- ,
test &mint the Spring semester (late ATanttarrY:. he test- tonsis.ts

4 of 50.items -divi,ded unevenly emong four scales, each purperain,g,
...,t0 peas pee different concept aveas. Thus, four subsialtsc-ores

-t ace, Quantitztl.Time, and eliscellaneotts) plus -e `total score can
_ _be derived. :-

-

I.

1

The' test mist atiat Vas coordinated t hrough the AlSp Office-
of Student Pete nt, with results in the faim.Ofirunche4;
puter cards (each card containing pre- and post--test scores for one
pupil) -provided to the Office of Evaluation f the.fotrc .

BilingualiBiciltural elementary, schools. A at these results,
is- presented in Table 1 below: ';

Witli-respectAo Table 1,- several-points can be made. First, 7

the overall mean total score for the tom' schools on the post -teat _ s
was equal to 35.3, thuimeeting the produ9t objeCtive for this measure.
Second, the average *cores for these schoois 'were higher thiMithose
for the normative a ample of lc* "socioAconamic level tmsa for
both thebiliffiting mad. criayiai testing. Further gains mss- consistently
'Obsetv'ed across aLle four of the concept are-4s measured by-the Boehm
Test. That is, tyliiere was no-, apparent-tenden for tiie chiliren
to,perform relatiely better_ on, for-exsze, the Space subscale,
than on Quantity Or Time.

In order to investigate more thorovely the NipiItude of thise
observed gains, %am further analyses were erfoilsed. Using-is
procedure outlined in. Wirter,,,(1962) series of t-tests for correlated
observations vete 'perf-preiet. and are ekortedlii Table One
common difficulty which,is encowit ed in *attempts to assess 'the
magnitide of gains over same per of time is the 'satin of ,horn
to taw for the possibility that the gaine can_be_sizip3.y attributed.,
to the-maturatiokt process, That is, if we give a five-yew old
child some test._ n September sand again the following anuario it is
highly like3.ysitiat his score will be higher in araziry no iitte.r what
sort of - kindergarten program he is in, And if we perform seise
statistical test on this gain without tareag,.. this posiiiility into
account, there is no way to differentiate between that part of the
gain -vhich may be attributable to some special pro rani and that part
which is attributable to the general program.

a . -
Accorditg to the4nOrmative data published in the Boehm Test immus.i.,
the average expected gein time beginning. to mid4ear for kinderiarten
student of low- soCioecocazio level,is about three points (from 25.5 to
2410:
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; s Table 1

4

OP

PEE-AND POST--TESTJHANS Olf BOg.Elif TEST CiF BASW,CON- 0EPTS
I .

_ SPACE ,, QUANTITY T . MISC. . '-. TOTAL

SGEOQI.* Pre -Posit -Pre Post Pre - Post- Pre .:Fok k ?re-,Post fitUdeAtt _.

Allison
,

15:3 1719
r

9.6 10.7 2.1 2.6 2,4 .3.1 29.4
.

.
34.3

.

72

Govalle
,_ -

15.8 1 .9 10-.I _12.4 E.0: 2.9 2,6, ,-3.4 30;5
/

38.0

Nett
.

14.1 1.4 8..9 11.1 1.8
.

2.6 s2.3 3.1 27.1
1

,

33.1
.

52

Pals
_ ..

12.9 1 .6 - 10.'1

.!

11.7 2.2 3.0 3.1 3.7. 28.4 37.1, 21

iote.1. .14:9 1 .8 9:6, If 11.5 2.0 2;7 2.5 3.2 29.0 35.f 199

Possib e
23 18

,
4 , 50

.,

P.
.

4
.

II

A 0

37e
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Therefore ti our..statistidal test were to take into account i; bis
:nozzative average gain of three pointsl'it would be possible to
,determine if at least. some of the obserted gains could be due-to
scikethint other than the regular kindergarten program. Taiitead of

_ 4"-C -testing the nu,13. hypothesis that the pre and post test' a re,
equal and ortcluding that the program is effective if the statistical
test cafes that this hypothesis can be rejected, we test the

-t npre strizgent.lmothesis that the expected difference
b en pre. and pott means is equal to three points, aztd -conclude
that There *In effect due to our progrs51 Only if there iS-sivii-
Ticintlymore gain than the:expected:three points.

The restil,tis reported-at the-bottaz of Table 2 do, indicate ,

that, for each of the project schools, and- for all four schools
together, the obserted gable were significantlY.greater than the
gain that might be expected, for an average group of pupils in,an
average

- Unfortunately, it cannot be concluded that this gain was entirely
attributable to the BiLingual/BiculturalPrograis,. All four of
these schools were in with the local Title I pr4grzaa itrch,

. no doubt, would have some influence on these gains. Two of the
schools (Metz g.nd Pain) -were also involved with an BEMA program
toprovide reading aides which, though it dig not heavily stress-
Idndeigarten, would be expected to have had at lfastosoise
fluence. Thus it can be said that there was significant gain on
this 13easure beyond what would be expected under a regular kinder-

. garten program and,that at least scale of this gain can plausibly
be attributed,.to the Bilingual/BiCultural Project.; but that there
is no conclusive evidencethat the gains were caused by this
particular projeCt.
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Table 2

FREQUE4CY DISTRIBUTIQN OF "RAW GAIN SCORES
ON BOEI3M TEST OF BASIC CONCEPTS

fAiN . ALL GOVALLE METZ PALI TOTAL

, 23
.: 22

., 21- -
. 20

19

18
17
16

.15
P4
13
12,.
11
10
9
8
7
6
5.

. 4-
- 3 .

2
1

5,

0
-1
-2
-3

4.t I-5
-;:6

M

,

.
.

_

-

1

3
4
3
1

7
4
3
6
3 ,

4.
3
7
8
3
3
5
2

.
1

..

_

3
2
3
2

.2.
,2
8.
2
7

- 3
4

4 3'
3

2

/4
1

2

,

i

-

.

'

,

-

.--

1

. 1

3
.5

2
4
6:

- 5
2:
4
3,
2
2
3
4

., 1

1

4

; -...i

(e----'.:

,

.

.
...

1

2
1

1
li.; ,

'1
I -

,; 2

1 r-

1'
. ___..: L.:______.

2
3.

2

. 1 ,

,

.,

1
1
2.

1

A5 -.
2
1

it
9

. 8
9

10
11
17 -

12'
19-
10
15 1

9
.12
10
10

7'
7
3
1

4
-o

3

No. of
Students .

. ..

72 -

. -.

- 54

N

52 21 199

Average
Gain

.

.4.93 7.5
.

-

- 6.00 -8.771- 6.32

t
.

3.19* 5.83*.4*, 4.35* 4.13* 8.46*

Hypothesis for t -test is that Post -l're At 3 that' airepige gain is equal
i to-3 pants)

*Probability is less"than .Orthat hypothesis is true.
In _a1.1 cages .eitorted here it can be concluded .that the average gains were .`
signifidantly greater than 3 points.

P -6
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APPENDIX Q

INSTRUMENT REPORT

PRESCRIPTZEV READING INVENTORY'

Data/Period of Administration:

Population.:

'Administered By:.

Data Collec4d By:

. a

October, 1973-Apri1,19.74t

All students; grades 2-5 .

Classrooiiteathers
4

'Austin IndapendentSchdol Districts
. Office of Student Development

Q-1 375
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't.
ipEsciumog OF PRIESCRiPTIVE READING INVENTORY

Number of edministrratiOns 'of the instrument . .

_Two-fOrea<pupir, "Once in October and once in April
_ -, _ - -

-0,

,4Otation of-administration
.,

, r. .

-111,thi: classrooms 'I'.
4

PrObleMSIiith ;meaaure or with the administration which might
t th&validity of the measure .

' .

Admidiatrations in .different classes may have been condUiRed ildiffering
situation; ,

Training of the administrators

Soh* counselors attended:a 11/2 hour workshop on nftitnistration of the
for the purpose of passing the information on to the classroom

teachers 1- their Schools at a similar workshop 0

Brief description of the instrument

A multiple choice criterion -referenced test.aiaildble in lour different
levels, each designed to test reading objectives appropriate to different
elementary age and grade ranges. Student pei-formance is reported in
terms of mastery or non - mastery of behaviorally stated reading objectives,.

rather than as a grader equivalent or other standirdscore.
' I

Rational for the instrument

Criterion - referenced tests were developed to meet the needs of'teachers
and schools in individualized and/or non-graded situations with respect
tc needs and attainments of individual students who are taught-in a
variety of ways. By assessing mastery or non - mastery "of specific ob-
jectives the test describes specific ways in which a_ptudent's behavior

., may be expecteVto change)by classroot instruction.

Developer of the instrument
6

%

'Tlevelonment.of the instrument a

The objectives on which the FRI is constructed were eveloped by a staff
of reading speCialists after analyzing five of the most widely used

/.4asal reading programs. A total of about 1700 items were developed for
/formaltryout, about 400 per test level., Final selection of items and
objectiveiresUlted ih a total of 586 its and 90 objectives.

Standardization of the instrument

%About 18,000 students in grades 1-6 were tested in various regions of
the nation before and after a 10 week instruction Btriod.4

Feliabill,txand vitli'dity of the instrument

No data with respect to reliability and validity are currentlievailable-N
-however, a technical bulletin is expected to be publishbd in late 1974,

A .

Qt76-
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Appendix AI

The Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI) was given t. Atudents.lngritae:.
2-5 as.a. pre and. post tat in' October and April-. School counselors
attended a li hour workshop.on administration of this test in order, that
they could then'pass on this information to classroom teachers in similar
workshoRS at their schools. Some of tht counselors, however, felt,that
this 'training piovided ty the test publishers was inadequate foi-first- -

time users of the PRI, as indicated iii" commends made to evaluation personnel
during the year. To the extent thatthis_possibly inadequate training .

of counlelorA.adversely.affected the subsequent training of classrovm
teichers,nonstankardizea administration of the test in different_clos-
rooms may affett the validity of the data which were collected, In fact,
evaluation peribnnef did observe some inconsistencies in-the test idPIA-
istration: some teachers gave the test in three straight hours; some
lave it dn t(o. halves on the sane day; some administeted it in halves
during two mornings, and still others gave the teat thirty.minutes ef day
-until the children finished it. Because of thes87,ineonsistencies there
were undoubledly some differences among classrooms-Ili the extent to which
cfillarents performance Oas-affected%by factors other 4= their ability
to answer the questions 'on the test, such as fatigue and frustration.

'
%Thus the datalare leis valid titan the ideal.; since differences in per-
formances betimen And amdng classrooms and schools are affected by
these....ekSaneouS'Iactors. .

0
,

The.PRI itself is a criterion - referenced test designed to provide d.iag-.

ne?tic informatioAlabodt individual students with regard to behavrtorally
---stztr-d-reading objectives which are generally present inthe elementary

readp.ng curriculum. Performance on the test is defihed in terms of mastery
am-mastery of these objectives, rather than in terms ofsechievement

in broad reading areas or comparison with the performance oi;studints in
some normative population. Three different leimls of _the test wete used
in the present study:-the Green Boo Level 2) was used with second grade-
students; the Blue,Book (Level 3) ed with both third and fourth

\s grade. students; andthe Orange Book .(Le el 4) was used with the fifth
grade students.. 'These three levels; pl the lower level Red Book,
cover a total of 90 reading objectives in the areas oft sot and symbol
recognition, phonic analysis, structural iris, man-Station, and literal,
interpretive, and critical coMlwrehension. Sinceall of these.90 objectives
are not equally important at all levels, different levels of the test
will contain some objectives which are not tested at-other levels.

The PRI was intended'to be used koclily as both a diagliostic and an eval-
.

luatiwAn instrument Resuiti of the October pre-testing were returned to
clasSroom teacher in the form of district, schooll.and class summaries,
in addition to in ividual piofiles indicating axe patticular objectives
which were master d and those which were not mastered by'llimh student.
Using these resul s, the teachers at each campus then selected-a,;subset
of PRI objectives Which they agreed to emphasize'in their teaching during
the reminder of the school ygar. Tie program objective related_to the
PRI was expressed in terms of significant increases in the percentages

,f,
, , of students mastering the objectOes for t least 50% of those objectives

. t

.
)

1- . r

t
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;

_

. r.

-Iiihich bad been selected by the teachers. It was believed that this
..

'procedwe of allowing the teachers themselves to select the evaluation
criterra Would be the fattest meank possible or evaluating the program

.- in.this-area. .

,

,' . ._,
4

.. .

There were.some problems encountered with theoprocedure, however, which
tead to some -doubt that the procedure of the teachers actually emphasing

-'-thesKecte.d objectives, was fully. implemented. The main problem was
that there'wexe delays in the return and the processing of the pre-tests

:such that results could not be, given back to, the teachers untilidanuary.
Thus, any effdct that'the teachers dould have on their studentsismstery
of objectives yas'greatly.attenuated by the fact that only one-half cue
school year remalied. Perhaps more-important, howeVer, is the observation

: that, at this point tot. the year, teachers have established their goals
. find procedures for attaining tifosemals and would be quite understand-

ably'ielnoantto changp course to the.extept that such a change might =.,
'be necessary is order to'teach to all of.the.selected objectives. Un-
fortunately, nO.process measures were available to determine the-extent
'to which,teachers actually did emphasize the objectives that they selected,
so that there is no direct evidence.= this point. Indirectly, however,
'ix can be noted from the data.whic4 are presented in this appendix that,
on the whole; students were no mosp likely to increase their mastery on
the selected objectives than they were on the objectives that were not
selected. Thus the gains That were observed may or may not be attribut-_
able fo the selection procedure and the fact that only certain objectives
'were.emphasized, since there is no evidence to indicate that the selected
objectives were emphasized.

27
e results obtained from the pre and pol;41tedgtiag with the,PRI are pre-

e nted and discussed in three sections. first section discusses the
analyses performed to assess attainment of the program objective for
second, tbird'and fourth grades. The second section presents comparisons
between students who were in monolingual classes and students Who were 5-.'.

bilingual classes. The third section' presents 'comparisons among students
in bilingual; team and menalingual classes. ,

Analysisof Gains in'Percent Nester by Objective

The basic question to be aiked'of the PRI data is whether or not, for
any given objective, the percentage of students who.mastered the.,object-
ive on the post-test was greater than the percentage of students who
mastered it on the pre-test. Tables 1-6.preOnt summaries of the analyses
perfoimed to answer- this question for second; third, sad fourth grades. N..The odd-numbered tables present data for the teacher-selected objectives
only, and the even-numberid tables present data fot all objectives on
the PRI test level in question.

.

. ,

The statistical procedure used to evaldate'the s4dificance of a pre-
post ;percent Rastery difference is the McNemar test for the significanceof 4changes. described in S.. Siegeli, Non-Parametric Statistics (New York;
McGraw-Rikl, 1956, pp. 63-67). It.should be noted that the numbers which
aretgiveo in. Tables 1-6 the Pre - mastery, Post-mastery, and Gainpercent4es) are slightly different from the ones actually used to cow
pute the significance tests. The reason for this is that thuMCNenar

Q -4
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test is -bsSed- on a comparison between the two possible nda of chargethit might be-observed _in this type of situation (i.e., reztest -non-
mastery to post-test mastery and pre =test mastery to pos -test
mastery). 4pmplete reporting of these data wouldrequitt a reagdfold
table foveachobjective indicafimi the-ntmber of studetits in each
af-the_four categoriesdefined.by all possible coisbinat,oas of ET.#'1164

-'.00-st7test Mastery, and non!!mastery,- which *ould yield 41.)et-,ef.very,
long-and complicated tables. Copies of computer print-outa.from thde
analyses as performed by'te.,0TB/McOrati-Bill eampapy are on file In. the
USD:Office of,tValuation.

,Turiing to the, tables.themtelves Tables 1 and-2. ent data -for -the
second.grade. Table l'preseas Sate; fer2anly,those objectives `which
xreia;selected by the teachers of each schoel for special emphasis. It
can be seen that ,three of the four Schools (Allip,on, 04valle,_,and Metal,

jdid'attain the program objective of significant gains on at-least 50%
of the seledied objective, while the fourtfi tPalmYfallioijiwhat_
shore. At Alliion and Govalle signitidaat gains were.04-04ed on soie-

-
what fore thin 50% of the selected objeitives,:

-

The two heriFontallines is the leas &f fable 1- separate --tile Sub,
set of vocabulary objectives (nat. 47, 48, .49.-,501._52,'54-2and 35)..from
the rest. yitftlit this subset it cam,be seen that the _program objective
with respect to vocabulary was attained at Allison andTGovalle
significutt gains on 100% and.75;of the-selected vocabulary items,
respeptively1 but not at Metz,and Palm (both having eignificane-Aaini
en 25% of the vocab01ary objectiires). -

/
Referring to Table 2, the bottom row of figures ibdicates the total
number df objectives on which -there were significant gains -at each
school. Here the differences among the ,four schoOls are spMeiihit;more
pronounced than in Table 1. At both Allison and Govalle,fiat.gnificant
gains were noted on considerably more than 56% of the o elTtiveit while
at Metz and Palm significant gains,were noted on cdnsi ably fewer than
507.' of the objectives:

4

.
.

It is of some interest to compare gains on the selected objectives with
'those- on the non-selected objectives. At only one school (MegZ) was there
a tendency to find more significant gains on the selected than on the'non-,
selected objectives. At Metz, significant gifts were observed on 11 of
22 (5M) selected Apbjectives, but on only 5,of 19 (26 %) nen:selected-
objectives . At the other three schools, the proportion of objectives on
Aich there were significant gains was About the same for-selected and
non - selected objectives. It appears that the Metz sefend grade teachers
may be one Of the groups that actually did emphasize die meaching of the
objectives' which they selected.

Results for third grade are reported in Tables 3 and 4. 0At this level,
-the program objective of significant gains on at least 50% of selected
objectives was attained at Govalle and Metz, but not at Allison,inePalm.
In fact,, the two schools that did nct 'attain the piogra objective missed
it by a conside'rable amount.

'

.
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Table 1 ' .
. ,

.

P'erCentages.of S'acond Grade Students Achieving Mastery on Pro and Post Test:
Teacher - Selected pMI Level 2 Objectives

Allison Govalle Metz I Pale

Objectir Deser,iption Pre
,...

0
1.1:.

9

ifi.

9
1,1*

6
.

18
3

9

Post

12
33

28

52

26
20

ia

35

13

- 214

gain

li*
22*

19*

26*

17*'

-7

6

17!
10*

15*

Pr

.2

26

10

10

5

11'
10

11'

Post I.

16
.

45

31

38

114

16

17
29
17

Gain

IIA

19*:
..,

21

28.0.-

9*

.11

6
19*

6

Pre

0

31

4
..

10
6

4

8
6
7

Post

15

59

31

36
20

10

7

8
25.

Gain.

0.5*

28*

27*

26*
14*

6

:I.

2
18*

Pre'

10

37
12

25
17

30

23
2

Pot,

23

45

25
52
38

38

,

47
12
17

Gain

2'
Voiel Sounds

-

tOnsonant
5- Consonant Subatitatimn_

:14,11Ablei-Tambers
Oftning Word Pmts.:,
9 Silent Letters
3A Silent Voireli :

13< Variant VoverStunds-Y
Ia.:Variant Vowel sounds -R

14 '111 Zeaetie Parts

17-70fieeted Words andAffixes
13 POsilaives
19 Ad*zi'Ves
21 Priiiieuns

23 Contractions, -

26_Vocd Structure
27 Verb Tense ; /'

34 Defining Affixed Words

13

8

13
27*
21*

8

'2
10*
0

hi Parane_Definitiz41 in Context
48 Word Lefinitien in Context
49 Word DefinitiOnj.n Isolatipe
50 Mu./ti-eawirc 'Words

52 S$mh.Tcs-Seleetica
'54 Ht=ohym'Pairs-Selecticn.

Fx2--rranbs-Seezti=

20
5

2

38

20

18'

18*,

15*

16*

214.

13

46
43

50

25
59
55

26*

12*

13*
12

1

. 27

10
40

26
28
19
63

7
1

9
23*

42

5
20
0

28

15
37

10

t
-11.

10'
17
1C*

.,5
57 Event Seillenze,
55 -Story Setting .

'59 Stcry :eial:
6Z raise sr Effevt
63 Infe:0iloe

6., Cp4.1..;.ijx,n-Forr_ation

6.6 Freliclit3 Future. At--ism

67 Main i,-.1a

68 Charezor Anii,ysis-ee1inf.,-

69 Character Analysistive
70 Charactar Ana:Inds-Traits
72 'Sensory :*:eery .

741.6ratie Expression
'Ti M6od

78 Tixe Span and,Pvrivi
83 Reality linf! Pant a.r:.'

2

6

10
3

2

4

8

17

31

21.

16
22

8

15

lc

15

25*
10
13*

20'

14

*

7

18.

7

5

6

8

9
6

10

19

3'5

13

7
19

14

13
8

29

12!

17*

6

.

2'

15*

6

14

.
2

19*

9
12

6

10

6
4

12
_

20
18

12

26

12-

16

18

14

-10 ...,

11*
6

6

16*
6

124

13*

2
-5

5

2

13

'2

15

18.

20

8 6
iliu 5

5: 3

i

17 2

'13 -5-

.

.

.

*Aver* . -, ...i., 2.4 .,. ., . 16 9 -

.

. '

go.. of Objective; selected i 22 '

,

19

No. Of- litinificanre-ellt* 16
.

1

Percentage of Vs.elected``

objectives .0n--wfacii .

sircificent _pwass v*P* pa*

,
64

-

.

50

.

* Tbere are fever 1.1-..b.n 5 chan-, in 103 tt,at a difference this lars.7e

vould 1,e found if there w^re, *ate. n-.:ain; 14e.the indiflated

gaid is statisti:nlly F,:.;nifi:..ant 7

V

0

)
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eicentagesof-Second. Grade Students Achieving Mastery on Pre and Post Testsi
*- All PE1 Level 2 Obfiectives.

.7.

----,

,--

Objective Description

GovaIle Metz Palm
Post Gain Pre Post Gain Pre Gain Pre Post Gain

. _ ..

4.-Toiia Soteids, __

2 -6asorOWSouncli-;
:.51C.04154riit,_Sithstii-utice

..--T,137MbIes4u**-15 7 , *

8,Blymingliford-Parts
-9_-SilentjAtters_ :. -'
AtrialerdlitweIs
13-Vat/sat Vowel Sounds -Y
I2_irarivii.lowea. Sounds -11

iii- Phoil-e7t * .-Parte .

17 ,Inflected Vord and Affixes;
1 8 P o s l i s s i v e s

19 A dje c t i v e s

21. Pronouns
.

23-Contractions .

261ford Structure
27 Verb-Tense

3,k1-11ins Affixed
_fixed

Words
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Percentages of Third Grade Students Achieving Mastery on Pre and Post Teits:
Teaghsr-Selected PRI Ley?' 3 Objectives e

1.

.
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13 Variant VoUil Sounds
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1.
. Table t4

Percentpgeepf Third Grade Students Achieving Mastery on Pre and Post Tests:
All PRI Level v

Ob active Descrintion

9 SilenttUtters
13 VAlant VoweZ 'Sounds

,14 Phonetic Parts-Variant Soun
15 Phonetic tarts-Blending
22 Pronouns-Referent
.25 Compounds-Forming

' 30 Sentence Building
, 31 Phrase Information

32 kffixes-Identifying
33 Affixes- Building Words
34 Refining .Affixed Words.
37 Punct!uation

45 Meaning of Words in Context
46,Most Precise Word,in Context
48 Ford Definition .in Co'ntext

.49 Word Definition in Isolation
51 Mul,ti-me' Words
52 Synonyms- Selection

53 Antonym-SeleCtion
.-54.Homonym_ParrsfrSeleAion

57 Event Sequence
58 Story Setting
59 Sr toS' Detil=RecalI Words

60 Story Detail- Fecal]: 'Pat's

61 Story Detil-True Stat=ees
62 Cause or Effect
63 Infcrenc
'61: Conclusion-Formation

66 Pre icting Fl.:fure ActiOn
67 Main Idea
lo :haracter Analysis

.71 Descriptive Wards & Phrases
72 Sensory Imagery
73 idims or Figures o' Speech
75 Simile

1 76 Metaphor
77 Mood

'78 Tine Spar; and Pericl
'0 Literary FormsFable
83 Reali%-.11 FaL"..azy
84 Realtty&Faptasy-PocJibility.

, el kAthor Parsr;se

Aremee Percent.a!e

Aumber of ObjectrVeson Whi
%. ' Gainsisa6 Signaicant

ti6t31,nuxiber of ob)ectives
IttbPs'level=42)

Allison Govalle' Metz Palm
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As they were in Table-1, the vocabulary objectives for the level 3 test
(nos. 45,46, 49, 49, 51, 52; 53 and 54) are marked off by, the two hor-
izontal lines in the piddle of Table 3. These results parallel those
discussed in thd paragraph abovd. The vocabulary objective was attain
at Govalle and Metz but not at Allison and Palm.

I

The bottom row of figures in Table 4-indicate; the total-number cf ob-
jectives on which there were significant gains at each school. At cnly
one school (Govalle
full set cf objectives.

Fourth grade results-are reported in, Tables 5 and 6:' It sho e clear
fro= the data in these two tables that increases in mastery occur ed

,muctiless frequently in fourth grade than in secondd and third'grades.
The program cbActive was hot attained in any cf tiie four schools, either
-ver all selected objectives or on the vocabulary subset. In fact, there-
were actually significant losses at Govalle on three objectives.

In general, the results presented here are rather mixed, with some
instances cf program objectives being met, and other instances in which
the ,actual attainment level was considerably below,that set in the pro-
gram objectives. Consistently, the least, amount of attainment was ob-
served in fourth'gradei where the program objectives were not attained
in any c.f thefour schools, and at Palm schccl, where the program ob-

. jectives were not attained at any,o'f-the three grade leyels.
a,

e there signifie0M gains on 50% cr mote of the,,

Comparison Between Bilingual and Monolingual Students

A majcr,ccncern cf both people who direct Bilingual Education aregraurs--
arld.pecple who criticize bilingual programs is the question of-whether
,he emphasis on speaking and reading Spanish has a positive or a

negative effect -n student's' learning to speak and tc read English:
In' order tc provide some information relevant to this ccncern, several
analyses were performed on the PRI data to compare the performance of,
students whc received bilingual, instruction with those who did not.
These analyses consisted of a series of sign tests (see S. Siegel,
Non-Parametric Statistics, New York; McGray-Hill, 1956', pp. 68-75 fer
a descripticn cf thig prcedure) performed on the, percentage of gain
(percentage mastering pest -test minus percentage mastering pre-test)
fer the respective grcups at ekch grade level from second through fifth.
Because there was a large number cf ebjectIvnc-'-vPr which the comparison
were made, it was possible tc use the z -Score ap,:roximation to the-
binomiaj, distribution (with acrrection for continuity). Since the
basic quesCon was whether or not there were differences between bilzrval
and monolingual students, regardless of thedirecti-r of the difference,
a two-tailed test procedure was used. These analyses are summarized in
Fables 7' -1D.

7

Conijdering Chdse four tabled together; it-can "bemncted that'in nc case
was the difference in percentage gain between bilingual and monolingual
students statistically significant. In other words, ptudents in bilingual
classes increased their objective mastery at.a rite whJ'ch was neither
greater nor less than the rate for students in monolieg classes.

.441,..

Q-10

384----



Table 5

,Pereentages of Fourth Grade Students Achieving Mastery on Pre and Post Tests
Teacher-Selected PRI Level 3'Objectives

1

/
Objective Descripticn '

Allison . 0ovaI1e _v Metz \ o.o.,

Pre Most .0a in P- P,st','7,aln e 1.,s. Gaft,,Pre D, 5J'
ti

r 3%1

9 Silent Letters
13 Variant Vowel Sounds

14 Phoneti! Parts-Variemre.
15 Phonetic Parts-Blending
22 Pr on Referent i

25 Co=pounds-Fxming
30 Sentence 15..],ning

31 Filtase inicrnaticn '

' 32 Affixes-:dentifyinz

.-33 Affixes-B-Ji;,dims W:rts

34 Defining &fixes Wcrts
37 Punctuation
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-----,--4
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22+

7
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26
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1
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2
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17,
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2

-4

.1

1
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0
-12 I

,

7
-
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69
37

32
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38
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.36

28

35
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-1
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55

31

1
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14
i6.
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33

31 .

21*

,,
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-
8

2

:5'
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46 Most Precise :,:rd in 1'cntext
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54 E-...,-4cs.i..c Peirz-..*At:

-'

-- .

39

25

12*

1
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3.
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45 i
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.22 '

11
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3
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.

37 43

,-

28
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6 '

-'
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57 Event Seence-
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59 Story :4tsi:4Fec'...... Ocrz:
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... .-7-.....e.m....e'

6- 77rc1-3:7-.-F

66 Trelict. . _ ' .....:n
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:72, SeEscry I' .

73 Iaio=s z,:- - ef 7,,ftent
75 FIr.i:i! .

7.6 !'et:..pj,r .

77 -Jo .

78 Te Sr.,-:- :..:., F,,r.:::-
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Table

%
Percentages of Bilingual and Monolingual Second Grade Students Achieving Mastery

on Pre and Post Tests:

All FBI Level 2 Objectives

Objective - Description '

, MOnolingual-

Post` % Gain, Pre Post . % Gain
, _

1 Vowel Sounds 4 9 5 0 15 5
2 Consocant 8 39 31 11 - 36 25
5 Consonant SUbstitartion 14 40 26 3h hi 7
7 Syllables -N=Sers 33 61 , 28 37 57 20
8 may' {-mg Wofd Parts ' 5 c 20 11 ,...- 27 16
9 Silent. Letters 23 51. : 31 29 40 11

10 Silent Vowels 25 ' 57 32' 37 58 21
11 Variant Vowel Solmds-Y ,. 11 29

..
f'$ 9 34 25

12 Variant VOwel Solinds-R 14 26. 12 10 23% 13
14 Phonetic ?arts 3 1.-1'.L 8 7 15 8
17 Inflected Words, and Affixes 30 39 9 35 52 17.
18 Possessives 4 12 8 6 - 13 . w%/'
19 Adjectives.' 28 51 23 40 h7 7
21 Pronguns 20 b5 25 22 39 17
23 Contractions . 2 9 9 15 6

126 word Structure c_
_. --,

17
- 23 12

27-Verb Tense 7 17 . _-10 10 14 4

3h Defining Affixed Wsr,ds
47 Phrase Definition in __..text

11
.,
....

- 26

35

15
21

22' 26
37
44

15

18
48 Word D(finitisn in Context 'X 34 4 30 .43 13
h9 Word Definiticr. in 737.P'40a., 9 23 15 12 -2b 12
50 X.:lti-Meaning Words, 17 35 19 3b 33 . -1
52 Synniy-Selenti'7,- 3 i 3 10 . 10 23 13
51 B^mcmyr. Pairs-Selestic,.n .2 55 13 37 59 22'
55 Homographs-Selectisn 35 42 7 37 53 , 16
57 Event Seq-ence 3 14' 11 ' 20 12
58 Stsry Setting
59 Stsry :eta!:

9
7

22

25

'.13
18

1

'

17

35

1

16
62 Ca:Jse sr Effect 14 22 8 131 28 15
63 Inferense . 15 11 4 X .7 ' 3
6b :sncl'Islon-Fsrmatisr. / 18 11 15 19 4

66 PrelistIng F'.:-...re ._._:n 17
e- 7

..... 11 28 17
67 }Vain ' 5- 5 0 4 11 7
68 Chorister ,:_na-..ys.1:-Feel_ng 3 17 IL 8 18 10
69 Ca_ratter Ana:):17-Mst:ve 9 17 - 8 12 20 8
70 :naracter AnaLysis-Trails 11 12 1. 8 :5 7
72 Senssry :=L 7e 5 ," 18 . 13 8 __ 3
74 picxrative Ex pre cr. 8 5 -3 7 :6 9,
77 ).1-,.d 8 6 -2' 6 12 6
78 Tire Span ant Perisd 7 14 7 7 , 1,--s 7

.

83 Redlity ani Fantooy 13 12 -1 12 21 9

_
.

Averpre Per:entai-e - 25 13 17 28

Number of St,:tents 183 ,,, 253 260

Number of objectives on v41-.17; was'greater for bilingual students r; 20
Nunher of objectives on which F,ain was greater for monolingual students = 16

z= 0.05 (p>.05;

Conclusicn: Gains for ar.-a =snslinr-..als students 'were not significantly
different

381
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Table 8 ;
Percentages of Ailinghal and Monolingual Third Giade Students

Achieving Mastery on Pre and Post tests
- All Pe Level 3 Objectives-

- -- - ItilETMMINVETM
Post. GainDhlectkve ;Description, Pre Post

.0.
.

9 Silent Letters 54 67 13 ..... 43 . /6 13
13 Vat4nt Joni Sounds - 27 34 7 22 39 17 .

1. Phonetic Parts-Yerianc Sounds 13 35 22-
..tel 35 , 1.7 '

13 Phonetid.Parts -Blending 29 49 3,-.2? 24 34 10
22 ?rowans-Referent 7 *10 3 8 174 9
23 Cosivisnds-Forming 43 61 18 40 '67 27
30 Sentence Building 21 35 14 20 36 16
31 Phrase Information 19 28 9 20 22 2.
32 Affixes- Identifying 20 . 35 .15 '15 29 14
33 Affixes- Building Words

0 5 8 3 3 12 ° 9'
34 refining Affixes Words 27 44 17 30 52 22
37 Punctuation . 26. 28 2 25 42 17
45 Meaning of Words in Context 33 43 10 30 45 -, 15
4t Most Precis. Word in Context 15 243 3 .14( 29 13
41.8"Itord Definition in Context ' 22 21 -1 22 30 8
49' Word Definition l.n Isolation 12 19 7 10 29 19
51 Multi- waning Words. . 23 34 11 24 38 14
52 Synonyes-Selection 33 46 13 '27 49 22
33 Antonyms-Selection . - 20 21 1 15' 26 11
54 Soloort Pairs-Selection 22 35 13 25 36 11
57 Event Sequence A 25 19 10 21 11.

58 Story Setting 11 25 ,`14. 12 to 8
59 Story Detail-Recall'Words 19 34 15 21 33 12 . ,

60 Story Detail-Recall.Parts 17 29 12 19 31 it b`
61 Story Detail-True Statenents 11 18 - 7 12 17 I
62 Causeof Effect 0 1 . le 0 . 1 1
63 Inference 13 22 9 1.4 22 8
64 Conclusion-Pornation 10 11 1 12 17 15
66 Predicting Future Action 6 -12 6 10 14 4
67 Main idea t 4 2 - 9 4

A
70 Character Analysis 4 9 5 5 10 5
71 Descriptife Words & Phrases 12 18 6 t 15 6
72 Sensory Imagery

' 17 30 - 13 17 '30 13
71 Idiom., or Figures of Speech 8 16 8 8 '23 , 15
75 Simile. 3 8 ', 5, 2 7 5
76 Metaphor 2 5 3 3 s s . 2
77 Mood

78 Use span and Period
12

6

18

9

6 k

3
9

6
16

12 '66
BO Literary FornsTable - e 5 5 0 4 6 2
83 Reality and Fantasy 10 21 11 12 18 6
84 Reality & Yantasy-Possibility 16 25 9 13 21 10
89 Author Purpose . 4 -4 0 5 5 0

Average Percentage' $ 16 '24 8 .15 26 _11

-Number of Students 190 170 248 220

-...

Humber of objectives on vhich gain vas greater for bilingual students = 13
Number of objectives on vhich gain vas greeter for ;monolingual students= 21

s 1.200 i)'451

'Q-14
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Table 9

of Bilingual and MohoiinguAl Fourth Grade Students Achieving'
Mastery on'Pre and Post Tests:

b.

. All PRI'Level 3 Objectives

I

-Objective Description "
.

plingual, Monolingual
Pre Post % Gain Pre Post, % Gain. vr, .

9 Silent Letters.
, 61 72 11 54 64 10

13'Variant Vowel Sounds 37. 43 6 38 44 , 6
X4 Phonetic PaTts-Variant Sounds 38 142 4 'IT 40 3
15 Phonetic Parts-Blending

. 33 35 2 33 . 43 10
22 Pronouni-Referent 21 17 -4 14 17 3.
25 Compounds-ForMing . 58 65 7. 60 +' 66 6
3D Sentence Building 34 33 .., 31 , 34 3
31 Phrase information 32 27 ' -5 26 ; 25 ,1
32 Affixes-IdentifyinS.
33 Affixes, - Building Words ,

23

13
27

, 17'

4

4

28 40

13 20'

12

7
34 Defining Affixes Words 46 53 , 7 37 56 19
37-Punctuatich 33 45 12 33 f 39 6
45 Medning of Words in Context 44 49 5 . 48 46 -2
46 Most Precise Word in Context 37 -.39 2 31 39 - 8
48 Word Definitioroin Context1

. 33 29 -4 30 33 3
49 Word Definition in Iiolation 34 31 -3 28 33 5
51 MrIlti-meaning Wcrds- 34 40

.

6 33 42 9
52 Synonrms-Se.lecticm 50 47 -43 41 51 10
53 Amtonyms-Seleeti:t . 20 27 7 17 20 3
54 Homonym lairs-Zelection 32 37 5 35 33 -2
57 Event tequen-e . '18. . 19- , 1 15 15 0
58 Story Settinz %4 28 29 1 25 28. 3
59 Story Dettil-Fecall 'words .' 34 35 I S4 38 14

66, Story :,at:..-Pecal: Parts 34 29 -5 27 30 3
61 Story Detail-True Statements
62 Cause .c.f Effect %

18

0

21

2
3

2

17 20
0 , 1

3

1
63 Inference 25 21 -4 , 22 25. 3
64 Conclusion-Formation
66 Predioti -g F..:t.,ri Ac-tich

15

17
20

20

' 5

3

g3 , 18
1

15
*

22
-5

7
67 Main idea . , 4 6 2 . 1 3 2
70 Character tnaiysis , 4 10 15 5 13 '15 2
71 Descriptive 'Words & Phrases 21 24 3 20 22 2
72 Sensory Imaeery . 33 35 2 41 40 -1
73 Idioms or FLgu res of Speech .

. 24 27 3' 17 23 6
75 Simile - 10 13 '3 5 , '' 4
76 Metaphor 8 7 -1 5 . '8 3
77 Mood 21 21 1 0' 12 i4 2
78 Time Span and::er:od 24 11 -3 11 11- ''0

80 Literary Forms-Fatle 11 11 0 9 14 5
'83 Reality no Fantasy. ' 25 , 21 -4 22 20 -2'
84 Reality & Fartary Por:ibi:ity 27 ' 29 2 27 27 - 0
89 Author Pstres 6 10 4 '' T 5 -2_.

.

Average Fercentac.e 27 29 2 75. 28.
.

I

I .3

_Huber of Students 9 150 i' :64- I 261. vs-

Number of objectives on whieg eadn vas greater for 3ilin'gua1 students = 1.5

Number of:cblt4tives on which zain vas greater for Monolingual students = 24

( Z R 1.28 (p>.05)' r

Conclusion: Gains f-r ri St- dent."- vere'not significantly
different

Q -15
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Table 19

Pereentages.of Bilingual and Monolingual Fifth Grade Students Achieving
Mastery on 'Pre and Post Tests:

All PRI Level 4 Objectives

.

r

.

iOblectv,, Description
, al Monolincual

.1-

Pre Post S- Gain Pre Post -",, w Gain
i -- .

, .

13 Variant Vowel Sounds:Edgraph 51 51 0 43 55 12
14 Pholetie Parts:Variant Sounds 46 51 . 5 - 39 40 1
15 Phonetic Parts:Blending 51 52 1 42" 50' 8
22 Pronouns:Referent .

,
29 38 9 18 9

33 Affixes:Building Words ' 14 22 8 9 -C7 8 .

J4 Defining Affixed Words . e13 '25. 12 12 10 -2
35 Defining Affixes . 15 20 5 12 . .15 , 3
36 Punctuation Ccmcias 6: 10 4

,

10 9 -1
46 Most Precise Word in 'Context. 56 60 4 52 65 13
*8 Word Definition in Context 34 46 8. 31 .40 9
49 Word Definition ip isolation 18 19 1 *" 26 11 ,

52 SynonyMs: Selection" - 32 '35 3 33 35 2
53 Antonyms: Selection 19 27 - 8 14 17 3
56 Heteronyms: SeleCtion

. 32 39 7 '23 38 15
57 Event Sequence

. 2.2 11 -1 5 10 558 Story Setting . 7 -8 1 4. 7 3
59 Story Detail: Recall 1 23 10 11 17 6
62 Cause or Effect- 15 nr. 5 , 11 17 6
63 inference '11 14 3 6 10 4
64 Conclusion: Formation

. 9 15 6 13 17 4
65 Conclusion: identificatisn" 14 13 -1 15 18 3
66 Predicting Fature Action 8 12 .4- 3 1Q . 7 -

67 Main Idea:'Summary 11 11 0 5 7 2
70 Character Analysis: Traits 11 13 2 4 8 4
73. Idioms . 13 17 . 6 7 12 5
75 Simile 4 12 8 5 8 3
76 Metaphor . 2 -8 \6 3 6 3
77 Modd 2 9 7 14 7 3
78 Tine Span aid Period 9 17 8 8 12 4 .

81 Literary Fornr: Satire 12 13 1 11 15 4
82 ;Aterary Forns: Myth 3 14 11 3 9 6
t3 Reality and Fantasy

. 15 23 8 13 16 3
85 Fact and Opinion: 7 10 3 .3 6 3
86 Author Techniques: Pers-uasion 10. lg 2 7 9 .2
87 Author Technique: ircny 4 . 14 10 5 7

,

. 2
88 Author Technique: Altered Syntax 2 7 5 2 5 3
85! Author Purpose 12 13 1 9 11 2
,0 Synbolfrm 5 9 14 5 9 14

Average percent,,e .4
5 14' 18 4

_

Nurber of 'Students "166
....

237 277

Number of Objectives cn which gain vas greaten for Bilingual students = 17
Number of objectives on whiuh gain was greater for Monolingual studitts n 16

z =0.00 (p:>.5)

Conclusion: Gainsfor Bilingual and Monolingual students, were not significantly
. different

Q-16
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There were sqme;interesting patterns, however, that are worthy of note
for future.imvistigation. Ref4rr,itIg to the Average Percentage:figutes

in Tables 7-0, 'it can be noted that there appeared to be some reversal
of relative performance of bftingUal,and monolingual students across
grade levels. That is, in second grade, the a4erage percentage-mastery
was lower for bilingual students on both the pre and post' tests, even
though'ihe,pre-post-gaintwas the same as for monolingual students. In

third ggade, the average post-test-mastery was.still,lower fot bilingual
students, while in fourth grade it was slightly higher for bilingual
than for monolingual students, and in fifth grade was definitely higher;

Comparisons Among'Sfudents in Bilingual, Team, and Mondlingual Classes

. .One of the major decision questions indentified for this evaluation
concetns'he value of having bilingual teachers form teams with mono-
lingual teachers and share classrooms so that more students could re-

. Ceive bilingual instruction. That is, one bilingual and' one monolingual
teacher would trade classes for pai:t of the day so that all children
in those two classes would receive some instruction in Spanish during
the day. Students in both classes could be classified as bilingual
in that they. all receive instruction in both English Onand Spanish. 0
the basis of interviews with teachers; however, it was suspected that
there might be'some differences in the way'these classes were treated
with respect to such factors as the percent of time fpent in Spanish
ipstruction and the-time of day at which it was giverf that might affect
Audents' performance. Accordingly, som further analyses wer pew-
fcrmed with the addition of a third cla s type (team), defined by
sepaiating students who were in a team class from the previously defined .

group of students receiving bilingual instruction in order to determine
if there were performance differences among bilingual, team,,and mono-
lingual students.

The analyses performed to answer this question were sign testaf:similar
to these 'performed for the overall bilingual vs. monolingual comparisons.
HOwever, the actual numbers of,students varied somewhat from those.dsed..
in-the previous analyses. In some cases, there were no team classes
in some schools aticertain grade levels. When this happened, data from
the entire school were left out of the analysis for that grade level;,
This was done to ensure that possible differences between class types',
were not confounded by differences among schools. Results of these -t

analyses are reported in Tables 11-44.

As indicated in Table 11, none of the three comparisons resulted in

&statistically significant diffeence. 'Thus, it cannot be Concluded
that students in an:- one of these thrge dItss types increag their
objective mastery to any greater extent than students in the other
class t7oes. There is, however. sone reason to susnect Viet these re-
sults may be somewhat misleading, id this case. The post-test mastery
percentage for teen students are considerably above those for bilingual
Students, the actual percentage mastery being higher for teem students
on 32 of the,41 objectives. Applying the sign-test to the _comparison,
between bilingual and team post-test percentage only results in z -value
of 3.84, which is indicative-of a difference at well beyond the.05
confidence level.

Q-- )3 9 1
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'Similarly, a comparison between monolingual snd bilingual students
vindicates a higher percehtage'of mastery for monolingual students on
34.0f the 41 Objectivei (z=4.22, p .05). The post=test difference
between monolingual and team students is not statistics y significant.
Thui, the conclusion thatthe differences in gains wer not signifi:
cant must be qualified somewhat by the fact the Strai t comparisons .

of post-test percentages indicated superiority of both team and mono-
Ctesses over bilingual classes.

e .

Results for third grade were rather, straightforward, as indicated in
Table 12. None of the 'comparisons resulted in statistical significance,
indicqting that gains were about the same for all three groups. This
conclusion is fufther borne out by the observation that average gains
were nearly identical for all three groups. There was a tendency for
students in bilingual classes to attain somewhat higher percentages of

mastery than students in team or monolingual cias s, but the difference
is not great enough to require qualification of t e interpretation.

The comparisons lei fourth grade indicated a statis.tically signifi cant
difference fayoring monolingual over team classes, as reported in
Table 13, Differences between bilingual and team classes and between
bilingual and monolingual classes, were not significant.

.

o'

Table 14 presents the comparisons for fifth-grade: In this case there
was a significant difference favoring team over bilingual classes, with
the comparison favoring monolingual over bilingual classes approaching
significance.

Taken as a whole, these analyses do not present a consistent enough .

picture to provide any general conclusions. In one case (second grade)
it appeared that team classes might actually be superior to bilingual
classes, although'the actual test pf gains did not indicate statistical
significadte. In another case (fourth grade) a difference favoring mono-
lingual over team classes was found, and in still another-sase ('fifth grade)
a difference.was found favoring team over bilingual classes.' About the
cnly conclusion 'that can be drawn appears to be thatthe teaming situation
did not seem to cause any great harm to the gtudents, and, in some cases,
may even have resulted in increased performance.

392
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Table 11 ,

.
, . , ,

.

'Percentages of Bilingual,. Teem, and iSonoringual. Second Grad.os Students
Achieving Mastery on ,Pre and Post' Tests: .:Ns

All .PRI Level 2 Objectives

(Allison; Govplle, Palm Daly)

.
:ilingual Team ' , Monoli-T4Objective Description' Pre Post $,Osin Pre Post e Gail .'fte Post % Gain

1 Vowel Sounds, . .

2 Consonant 0

.5 Conionant Substitution

7"syllables-Nt=bers
8 inning Word farts

)

.9'Slianit Letters ,

LO Silent Voweti

Ll. Variant rowel Sounds-Y

12 Variant Vowel Solinds R
1:4 Phonetic Parts'

.

L7 Inflected Words and Affixes
18 Possessives,,

19 Adjectives
21 Pronouns
23 Contraktio'ns

26 Word Structure
27 Verb Tense

34 Defining Affixed Words
.,

47 Phrase Definition in Context
;-8 Word Definition in Context
)t9 Word Definition in Isolltion
50 Multi-Meaning Words .

52 Synonyms-Selection .

54 Hoconym Pairs- Selection
55 Homographs-eelectiqn
57 Event Sequence
58 Story Setting
59 Story Detail
62 Cause or Effect
63 Inference

64 Conclusion-Formation .

66 Predicting Futul Action .

67 Main Idea
. .

58 Character AnalysisFeeling
69 Character Analys:s-Motive
70 Character Arialisis-Traits
72 SenSory Imagery
74 Figurative, Expression

17 Mood

78 Tire Span and Period
8? Renlit' and Pants

IT,

3
15
44

6

17
28
10

la
1

31

1
32
24
0
3

4

8
f4

35
4

20
o

42
28
3
4

7

10
4
4

X3

3

4

15
11

6

7

-11
3

in

6

*25'
31
.63

7

40

52

12

124
6

42

4

30 .

37
. 7

21
4 ,

27
36

.28

21

39

6

51

:37

13
24

. 25

25

15
15 .

16

1
13

12

24,

12
3-

14

13
as

-1
22
16
19

1
23
24

2

2

5
11
3

. -2

13

7
18
0

19
22

-7
17

19
-6

9

9
10

/20
18
15

11
11

3

-2

9
-3
13
6

._4

-7

10
s

'

'3
18

16

26
it

21
24
15

16
3

29

7

28
15

3.

9-

10

13
'22

25
9
26
1
43

37 1
3
15.

9
-22

, :1
4

9
3

3'
6

. 9
6
1

1

10
11

15, )

53
38
,79
50

70
52

50

39
14

.39

.24

61
. 58

17

20
.35

29
29
33
26
38

gi

45
18
23

33
26

15
32

18
6 /

24

29
5

29
9
9

15
14

12

'35

22 .

53
46 ,

49
28

#5
23
11
10
17

, 33
-43 -

14

11
25

16

7
« 8

.17
12

25

15
8

15,
8
24
4

14

, 28

9

a
21 `,'

23
-4

23e.
8

t
5
1

1
9
ak.
36

. 13

24
29

9
12

7

29
4-

34

15

8

12

10

19 A
19
33

8

35

9
35

32

6,

16

17
14'

4

11

10

5

.5

11
6

7
5

4

4

., 12

13
36 ',

35

56
25
37
58
30
18

.12

49
f4

48
39

16
28
7

38

43
46

22
35

22
57
53
17.

17

33
26
6

19

27

10

18
'19

16

7

:,7

10
'14

214

.

24
27

5
23
13
13

.:.

29
21

6
.."5

20'
8
14

24

8
16

-3
19

, 24

13'

- '14

0
13

22
21..

''

1.
14

.

'12
. 2
.1
17

5

13

3

;0
0

12

6
10
...,

4

-*-

.

,

.

-

.

Average Fercen -c 17 21 19 1R 17 19 1s ,.. 77° .7 ,.

Number of Stuienth

Comparison 1: Bilingual vs. Team'

Number of objectives on which gains were greater for 1511inzual than for Team students a L3Number of objectives on which gains were greater for Team thanfor Bilingual Students ,a 25
z a 1.78' (p >05%ConcluniOn: Gains foi tiDingual and team students did not differ significantly

Cdaparisr 2: Bilingual vn. Mono1141a1

Number of objectives on which gain was greater' for Bilingual than for Monolingual studnAtt -' ''.1Humber of objectives on which gain van greater for,Sonolingua1
than for Bilingual stuAerto = 25 .

.. a 1.'1.78 (p ),5r.
Concluaion: Gains for Bilincial and

.-.-nolingual students did not differ gignificantl: m'-. ,

Comparison 3: Team vs; MOnolineaal .
. .

' t .
-

.

.*amber of nbje:tives on
,
whicn crlin vat wester for Team thrum for WmolingUal studenr. = 25

Number of objectives on whLoh--:In v.13 greater for Monn:ingual than foi'Teta.- 5twlent4 . t5
,

z .1.4 2 (p>.05)
,

Conclusion: Gains for Tc'n till Y,-.41r3ih.T.ual student& did not
.

differ significantly . , 4

I-
-..

e )

( .Q31.93

- .
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, Table 12

4 Percentages of Sitingual, Team, and Konolingual
`-, Third Grade Students Achieving Mastery on Pre and Post Tests .

. , k.141 ''RI Level 3 Objectives. .

i 100valle, Metz, Ad Palm only) .

.
4 , . Wait:must Team Monolingual

; -

Objective Description Pte Post
X

c(ain Pre
,

Poet
t,

Gain Pre Post
X
Gain

. ,

9 Silent Xetters - - .- -,,68t. 70 -1-2 61 67 6 46 '50 .4

13 Variant Vowel Sounds . 42 48 , +6 27 29 2 21 39 18
14 -Plionetic ?arts- Variant Sounds 13 38 25 17. 38 21 15f 32 17
15 PhoneticParts-Illending 33 63 30 31 48 17 20 34 , 14
22 ttonounsltaferent 10 9 -1 9 14 5 3 18 15
25 Compounds-Forming 51 . 83 30 33 59 26 - 40 66 26
30 Sentence Building 31 45 14 .10. 32 22 i4 36 17
11'Phrase Information 2.4 . 42 18 14 25 11 18 31 13
32 Affixes-rdenoifying 17 38' 21 19 48 29 18 29 IA
33 Affixes-Building Words 7 8 l' .6 8 2 - 4 12 8
34'Defining Affixes Words 36 48 12 26 51 ,2,5 33 50 17
37 Punctuation 32 36 4 31 29 -2 28 .19 , 11.
45 Meaning of Words in Content 53 61 28 27 40 13 34 41 7

46 Most Precise Woid in Context 17 14 -3 14 29 15 15 30 15
48 Word Definition in Context 22 '27 . 5 23 19 -4 - 26 27 1

49 Word Definition in /nsolation 13 20 7 14 21 7 - 12 32 20
51 Multi-meaning Words ,- 28 36 8 23 38 15 '25 37 , 12
52 Synonyms- Selection, 42 56 14 27 52 25 32 48 14
53 Antonyms-Selection 33 23 -10- L4 25 11 16 27 11
54 liomdnym Pairs-Selection 25 44 ', 19 tl. 38 '17 . 28 35 7

57 Event Sequences, ' 8 14 11 ' 7 16 9 - 12 23 11
58 Stotly Setting - .

13 34 21 10 27 17 14 20 6
-59 Story Detail- Recall Words. 22 ' 39 17 20 32 12 23 34 11
60 Story Detail:Recell Parts ' 26' 41 15 16 27 9 23 . 32 9

61 Story Detail -True Statements 14 23 9 7 9 19 10 15, 20 . 5

62 Cali-se of Effect
.

0 0. O. 0 0 - 0' 0 . 2 2
63 Inference - . 17 34 17 11' 16 5 11 25 14
64 Conclusion - Formation 13' '20 7 10 3. -7 14 f5 1
66 Predicting Future A ction ' 7 8 .1 9 17 8 11 13 2

67 Main Idel ' ' . '3 5 2 3 3 0 0 -4 4
70 Character Analysis 8' 11 5 0 11 11 6 10 4,
1 Despriptivc Words & Phrases N.* 13 19 6 14 19 5 '10 17, 7

72 Sensory Imagery 28'-- 39 , 11 10 27 17 19. 53 14
73 Idioms or Figures of Speech 10 23 13 11 14 3 . 8 '21 15
15 Simile ' . , 1 11, 10 6 , 8 2 3 -8 5

76 Metaphor
.

77 licx,d .

3

13

2

17

-1

4

1

14
8

19

7

5

,' 4'

> 11

6

16
2

5
78 Time span and Period

1,

7 11

'9
- 4 7 Ll 6 7 14 ,.7

80 Literary Forap, ..#ahle 7 2 7 5 -2 5 6 1'
83 Reality andintasy. 14 31 17' 6 17 11 15 15 Q
84 Reality & Fantasy-Possibility 25 33 8 10 27. V17 17 25 8 ,

89 Author Purpbse 3 3 d , g 2 -5 0. 5 6 1

Average Percentpge ' 20 30 10 15 25' 10' 16 26 09 ,
No. of Stodenta ' . 72 64 '70 63 1 168 155

Comparison 1:- Bilingual vs. Team
No. of objectives on which gain was Freater
No. of'objectives on which gain was greater

ion: Gains for Bilingual'and Tdam sConcl

Cobpar on 2: tilingual vs. Monolingual '
No. of4abjectives on which gain was greater
N. of objeotives on which gain was greater

Conclusion: Gains for Bilingual'and Team s

Comparison 3: Team vs. Monolingual
No. of objectives on which gain was greater for Team than for Monolingual students 19
No. of objectives on which ;ain.wes griker for.Hanolingual than for Team students 18

z 0.00.(p>05)
Conclusion: Gains for 'seam and HOnolingual students did not-differ significantly

I

fbi ..lingual than for Team students 22

fpz Team-than for Etlingual students ' 18

zw 0.47 (p:>.05)
tuden4s did not differ significantly.

P-
'

. . '

for BiliniFal than for Monolingual stuients.,18
-for Hopptngual }ham for Bilingual .422

,s z . 0.47 (1) )0.05)s -

tiyients did not differ significantly.
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0 -

4

4

Comparison 1: Bilingual: vse.:Te .....--e ' - 0tNo. of objectives,on }rich vat greater' for Bilingual than fo'r fermi students 19Ne.. of objectives on whit gein was - greater for Tea:1'414 forBilAngual students - 17
4 z 1. 0.17 (p> .05)'Conclusion: Gains for Bilingual and Tesca\tudonts. did not differ signifitantly.:"'

A 1
'1i. 0 i

ITIble 13`°
Percentaget-af Bilingual, team, and Moncelingukt Fourth Credo

Studegtt Aqhieving Mastery on Pre and`vost Tests: -
All PRI Level 3 Objectives

Govalle, and Palm only)

I

a

. .
.

`''' --INAective Deseriptiod

. Bili.nguai Lein

A
Po t

% 7
,..Gain

'',
pre e Post

I
Gain

s- .. ; e

Post
E"'

Cain
e

Pre1 9 Silent Letters
13 Variant Vowel ,Sounds
14 ghtnetie Parts' ; Valliant Sounds
15 _Phonetic' Parts- Mending , .
2221cre.nonns-Referent. '
25...COmP ounds-Foiming
30 Sintenee,Building
31 Phrase Informaeion
32 Affixes-Identifying,
33 Affites-Deilding Words
34 Defining Affixed Words
37 punetalgtion a, -' 1'

45 Meaning Of Worth! ire Context
46 Most Precise Word in Context
48141ord Definition in Context
49 Word Defini ,tion in Isolation
51 Mul El.-meal:41ns' Words ;-
52 Synonyms-Selection '
53 Antonyms- Selection

.
54 Mossonympairs-Selection
57 Event Seguese,e
58 t tiry Setting .59 story Detail-Recall Words
60. Story Detail-Recall farts.
61 StOry Detail-True Statements
62 Cassie or Effect. -...

63 Inference .64 Conclusion-Formation
66, Prediefing Futhre Action
67 Main-Ides, . "2.
70 Character Analysis
71 Descriptive. Words 6 Phrases
72 Sensory Imagery ea --
73 Idioms or Figures, of Speech
75 Simile ,- I . 4.
76 Metaphor . -
77.Kood
78 Time §pan and Period '80 LiteraryForms-Itsble .

83 Reality and Fantesf ,
84 Reality 464,fintasy-Possibility,
89 Author Purpose - '

62.
39'
43
36
19 i'-

: 62
36
28
26
12
47,

.35
41

-34-
32
35 1-
a5.-
5b'
2S ,

38
'15
26
39
42
18 -,,
0

22
.

26
22
.'4

8
23

'35
26

-.148\
24,4.
18
\9
22 \
32 J.32

3

78(
54
54
31
16
88
37 '
2fr
22
24
54
43
57
40

. 39
33 .
40-jr

:22
35
21 .

2'9
40
29
22
0

21
24

-22
8

13
30
30. -,

30
'16

8
17
.8
10.
22

.

13.

-,, 16
154 4.

' 11
-1''
=3

6
1

-4
t -4

12*,--
7

.

, I,.' -/'
.7,3

...-6
3

, 1,
-13_

4
0

-1
-2

0
4'
5
7

-5'
4,
2
0

...-7
1Q.

1
0
0,

10

,Pre
60 r
V
12 .

33
12
53\
31

' 32'
19 ",
13.
43

"35
3.3

.Ar
-47.
.11
29,

,.22
31,
28

-.26
18
0

26
3

13.
4''

13 ''
24
31
24

7
7

19

26-
1.0

69
300
30

;;,3d. .
19,
61-
30
28

-28 -op
9

457'
46

'49 ,,,,
37 .
25
27'
36 ,
42-

. 33.
39

.16
28 .

28
30
22' .
14'
19
21 ..,',

19
6 .

1.9

21.
39

,,25
.11

7
28
15
18!"
21

. 25
"7

93,
--2

. 3
-3
8'

,' -I
-4
9

-4
14,'
18 .

. -5
*9*

-,..10
-6
.5
-5
14

. 10.
-6
.-3

0
4

'4
.4 -
-.1.
18
6
2
6

"3
8
1
.5

, ' 0
9
5

-7
-1 -.."
-3

54 "-
34
31
30
14
56
29
'25
'2
11'
37
32
47
'32
30 .-
26

.37
33
18
35
15
25
34-
27-
18
0

24
- 2511.19

14
2 -

12
18
38
18

- 6
/5,

, 13"
v11.

9
Z3
25
6

67
At
38

.44
-. 18

65
31

.2541 lc;
48
54
40.

*43 '
; 35 '

15 ,

32
4r-
47'
20
33'

4 12
25 ,

36 4
29 "-
20

1
25

w. 23
4.

'13'
1.9.
36-'''
23
8

"' 8 -
18

_, 137
14
20
27
6.

13
6.
6

14
4
.9

: .2
0°

1.5

8
17

at 8
-4'

. : 3
5 2
6

07
9 .
2

-2'
'..-3

'0
2 '
2

''2
1
1

-6
9
2,
I
3
4

. 5
'2
3
2'
2
5

-3
2 '
0

verage Percentage 28 30 '2 25

-

27 2 24 28 4
tio, of Stiicrenirl . ''

. 74 63 .
.

.

. 72
.
67 194

.
198..

Comparison 2: Bilingual. vs. Monolingual
, No. of Objectivtsvn which gaici.was greater for.Bili,pgual tan for Monolingual students IS _No..-of objectpta pn which gain was greater fo't Monolingual than for Bilingual students 6, .2&

'
-..* i . z al 1.42(p-).05)

....Conelusion:.'rGains for Bilingual a9d Monolingual students did not.differ significantly.-4.

Conclusion;.'
.1
,fComparison 3: 'Tema vs. Monolingual

No. of objectives On which gain was greater'for Teere-Cha4r Mopolingual:studenig It 13
ft .. / e -

No. of objectives on which' gain was greater for lionolinettaitban fpr*Tems students g 28IConclusion: Gains foTcam and Monolingual stucleintp -81.6ered rignifidantly in favor
0 z -2.19 (p <65)

..
of greater gains for Monolingual students. . . k

y'4 -95
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Tarcaopagerittiglingual, Taad,Find Monolingual Filth Grade Students
,;-AChicting Miatery and Post-taste:

," : .., All PRI LeyW
liv

cObjeeeives
-.- ,..(Allisom-and"Paha only)

'.., 44.4' = ....,
'

-I-:1"

Objective Descnintinn-

Bilingual . _Team Monolingual
.

-Pr; elpfOst
%-."'""

Gain Pre Post
I %
Gain, Pre ,Post

%
Lain

.
.

1.1 Variant Vowel Salads:Digraph 44 . 57 13 68 59' -9 41, 45 .4(4 Phonetic Paris:Variant Sounds. '48 55 . 7 39. .54 15 31., 39; 815 Phonetic Par ending k 61 11 5d 59 9 42 40 -222 Pronouns-Referent " .. '30 3,5 5 27 59 32 11 28 ,1733 Affixes: grading Words
I 20 - 27 7 , .11 24 11 6 12 634 Detiaing-Affixed Words

'..8 ' 20 12 18: 26 8 ',9" 10 . 135 Defining_iffiZes s .7 . 20 20 0 18 -26 8 16 15 -136 Punctuation: Comes * 8 10 4 5 '13 8 14 12 1.,_p46adostPtedie Wdrd in Conkexr 4 52 57 5 64 74 ,- 0 45., 62 17 .448' Nord-Definition itrce9t-fx? 7 . . 42 , 43 1 39 '67 2,8 '24 ..L.'37 1349 Word Definition in Isolation 14 * 18 4 16 24 8 . 15 30 1,552:Synonyom: Selection - . 44 35 -9 36 43 7. 34 52 -4'53 Antonyms: Selection 26 203 -6 16 -46 39 11 20 956 Heteronyms: Selection '' 32 14 ,11 27 37 10 20' 33 13 -57 Event Sequence 12 la' :0 161 13 -3 3 11 858 'Story SSetting .', 6 .8 )'2 9' 20 11 '' 3 11
,

859 Story Detail? Recall 10 20i 10 16 37 21-.' 11 18 . 7. .62 Cause or Effect - 12 16 ', 4 20 SO 10 -14 '18 463 Inference 10 4.2 . 2 20i 20 . 0 9 15 664 Conclusion: Formation 12 10 -2 9 17 8 16 24 865 Conclusion: Identification 14 6 -8 27 22 . -5 21' 41P -266 Predicting Future Action* .6 10 4, 9 - 15 6 -2 10 867 Main Idea: Summary
. 10 8 -2 --16 ,20 4 3 11 8

70 Character_ Analysis: Traits 12 - 14 2 i6 =-20. 4 3 11 873 Idioms
.

V
12 . 20 8 7 22 15 -- 5- 13 875 Simile '6- 4 -2 2 22 - 20 7 IQ76 Metaphor 2 6 4. 5 15 10 0 877 Mood 4 8 4 5 13 8 6 . 8 278' Time Span and Pelted 14 14 O 7 33 26 9 20' 1181 Literary ForMs: Satire 16 14 -2 16 15 -1 9 18 982 Lite:lazy Forms;Ayth ' 6 10 4 2 '24 22 2 12. 1083 Reality and Fantasy' 18 27 9" 16 33 17 -15 17 285 Pact and Opinion

. 6 8 2 11 17' 6 3 9 686 Author Technique: Persuasion , . 10 16 '6 14 15, 1 9 13 4
87 Adthor Technique: Iron' 0' 8 8 5 13 8 5 . 8 - 388 Author Technique: Altered Syntax 2 10 8 2 4 2 1 8 7-82 Author.Purpose . 10' 16 6 11 -.13 2 9 16 ,7 '90 Symbolism 6 10

-

4 2

,

15 13 7 12
40

5
.

. . ,

.

,

Average Percentage 17 21 18' 28 10 13 19
,

.

Mo. of Students 50 _ 49 44 46 128 119

Comparison 1: Bilingual vs. Team

,
go. of objectives on which gain was greater foi Bilingual than for Team students =9
No. of objeotives on which talc; was greater for Team than for Bilingual students =28 ,

z = 2.96 (p 4(.05)
Conclusion: Gains for Bilingual-and Team,students differed significantly
in favor of greater gains for Team students

' Comparison 2: Bilingual vs. Monolingual

Ho. of objectives o n which gain vac greater for bilingual than for Monolingual
students = 12

No. of objectives on which gain.was'gteater for Monolingual than for. Bilingual ;^`-students 24
z 1.83 (p)..115)

Conclusion: Gains for Bilingual and Monolintual students did not differ significantly.

Dompai-lson 3; Team vs. Monolingual

;No. of Objcc(ives,on,which gain was -heater for Team than for Monolingual students 22
No. of Objectives on which gain was grcatce for Monolingual than for Team students = 14

4
r a 1.17 0:> .05Y

Cohclusani dains for Team & Monolingual students did not differ significantly.

Q-22396
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APPENDIX R

,INSTRUHENT REPORT

.

CAI.J.FORNIA A6RIEVWENT TEST - READING. f

Date/Periodi of Administration: May, 1974

Population: Students in bilingual classed', #

grades-7-12, plus-approximately 0
, equal number of control students

Adminidtered By: 'Secondary School Bilingual TeachevrL

DStaVollected By:

Rrl

397

Office of Evaluation Staff
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DESCRIPTION, OF CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT, TEST

t`Number of admipistiations of the instrument

One 11,

.

-eLoCitianof administration'

.

In clabsroome
. . .

a

C---: ,
.

' N,.-1 ,

Problems with the measure or with the administratian which eight
affect,the validity of the measure

.

Individual variances in administration procedures used by Classroom
teachers', .

Trainiegof the administrators

Or.

re

None .

. Brief 4esCription of the, instrument

Standardized achievement test battery with norms. Two tests were
administered - Mathematics and Verbal /Comprehension.

-.Rationale for the instrument

I

aprovldfi assessment of achievementilevels comparable in grade 1e el
,equivalefits and on a national level.%

DeVeloiber of the instrument
' - , '.

Cl7B- =- Mcgraw_ Rill

Development of the instrument

Troceqpres established-by Cyr- Mcgraw-Hill

Staridardizafion of the instrument:

Standard administration instructions are provided in the Test' anual

Reliability and validity of the instrument

The reliability of both the Mathematics and the Verbal/Comprehension Tests,
as sumlarized by Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 coefficients, is. acceptable.
Coefficients for different nation-wide samples range generally from 0.93
to'0.96. The available.lest manuals do not provide sny.lilidity data.,

-2
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Appendix

. -

Analysis of Results for the CAT Reading Test, Levels 4 and 5

The CAT Reading Test va's administered to groups of bilingual and .

control students at Martin Junior High School and Austin and Johnston.
High Sclabols duting the first- week of April, 3.974.

It was originally planned to give the test to comparable groups
of.students at Allan Junior High during the first week of lay, but
there were not enough machine storable waver sheets available and,
replacements-did net arrive is time to finish the testing without
caUs,ing major disruption to end-of-year .activities, so the testing
was cancelled.. The test itself yields three scores Vocabulary,
Comprehension, and total. Although grade equivalig scores can be

-obtained, the analyses werte performed on the raw scores (i.e., the
nuiber of- items answered correctly).

Originally, plans called for the control groups to consist of stu-
dents whehaer volunteered _for the bilingua3. classes but could not
be accepted beceizse the classes had been filled. &Never, becaluse
of the. late start that the.progran had, the volunteer process had
to be abandoned in favor of selecting already existing classes. e
The, project evaluator met individually with the bilingual teachers -
in order to help them select control classes which were- as nearly

comparable to the bilingual classes in terms of ssujeit area and
-achkevement. level as possible. Since the procedure used vas ad-
mittedly an imprecise one and the possibility of pre-existing
differences between groups vas_ not fully controlled for the con-

.. trol groups used here are not control groups in the Strictest sense;
but are the closest approximations to true. control groups that could
be found under:the circumstanced.

A summary of the analyses performed on the data from Martin' Junior
High are reported in Table 1. The analyses. consisted of a.series
one way analyses of ve.ri ::ance with two Dips (Bilingual and Control).

c 'This procedure' gives the same results in terns of a statistical pro-
bability levei-its would a- series of independent groups t-tests. It
Vrai`used inaveference to the t-test simply,because there was a large
number of such comparisons to be made and a computer program available.

--

-to do the Analysis. of variance, while t-tests would have had to
hand calculated.

.It is apparent from the data reported in Table 1 that thW mean scores
of the, biaingual group were considerably higher than those of the con -
trol group on both the vocabulary and the comprehension scales, as well

,as on total scores.

3,91193 . .
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TABLE 1

Summary of Analysis. of CAT Reading
Scores at Martin Junior High School.

.

SilinguAl
Students

Control
Students

Gracie Equivalent

Correspodding
Moan

Bilingual

t

Control

5.9

5.7

5.9

Variable Mean N Mean H F-Ratio P
-

.

Readingi'ocebulery

Reading Comprehension

Total

23.87

25.36 4

49.24

55

55

55

18. hr-

18.30

35.56

32

30

14.783

17.166'
t

21,851;
$.

001

4001

4.001

7.3

7.5 -

7.6

Subject to the limitation.tbst the grOUps may not have been fully
comparable to start with, this is evidence that the program objective
was met in this area at this school.

Similar analyses were performesd on data obtained from the two senior
high schools and are sm-nATized 4nipable 2. There is sharp contrast
between the results for these twio schools; at Atstin High, the control
group scores-mere significantly higher than those of the bilingual
group, while at Johnston the bilingual and control groups did not .

differ with respect to any of the three measures. Once again, hoi-
ever, interpretation of these results is subject to the liwotation,
that there is no certainty that the bilingual and control groups
were comparable to start with. ,

In summary! the results obtained with the CAT-Level 4 and Level 5
Reading Tests presented a nixed with respect to differences
between groups of bilingtal program and control students. Al-
though every attempt was made to ensure comparability of groups
within schools, without more information .(suCh as pre-program
CAT reading scores forthe same students) i is *possible to place
a great deal of confidence in these results.

R-4-
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TABL;.2

Stiriiry Analysis a CAT-Reading Scores
at Austin and_Jobnstion: High Schools

.

.

: .
Bilingual .

_ Students .

4

Cont-rol

Students '

- to
- School - Varldble ' Wan W Wan -W 7 -Ratio B11.- Gontro

Anstin High Reading Vocabulary 17.13 39 24.19 37 15.091 '-001 7.8

. Beading Comprehensiom 17.31 39 24.30 aT 14.194 440¢2 .6.9

Toti41 'rt 34.44 39 \ k8.149 3T 16.2914 2 :7.k

'Tabus-ton High. Reading Voc4bu1eFy 20.23 18 20.46 24 Act 'E 1.9

. ,Reading Comprehension 21.33 la 19.76 2k .477 8.6

Total 41.61 i8 40.25 2k .130 9.1.
A i
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APPEND IX S

.,INSTRUMENT REPORT

L
PRUE3A DE LECTURA, LEVELS 1 AND 2 (ELEMENTARY)

Date/Period of Administration:

:Population:

Administered By:
4

Data Collected By:

a

.44

7

,
Level 1 - May, 1974
Level 2 - october,.1973;14ay, 1974

All Students, in Bilingual Classes,
Grades 1-5 ,

Bilingual Teach4rs

Office of Evaluation Staff.

S-1
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DESCRIPZION 07 INTIDIAM/CAS SERIES MUMS de =TURA, LEVELS 1 and-2,

aumber of administratiotut of
.

the instrument. -

One for each First GrapleistuiLmat
in a bilingual classroom!,

ApriAL.1974TWO for each 2-5th Grade student in a bilingual
classroom, October -1973 and:1974

tion of administration

In the classrOces

Vt

Problems withvith the measure or vith the adzrinistration
which might affect thevalidity of the measure

Many teichers.roiced
strong criticisum of the test, based primarly =beliefsthat the-test vas too difficult, causing

the children to suffer severe frostratgar,and that much of the'vocabulary on the test was not part of local usage.

Training of the administrators

None

Brief deectipUon of the instrument

Level 1 consists of 80 illustrated 4-choice items divided evenly hetveenVocabulary and a Comprehension sUbscale. Level 2 consists of 110 items. Fortyitems test Level of Comprehension, 30 items test Speed of Ccegfrehrsicatandr40 test Iticebulary.

Rationale for the instrument

The Interamerican Seriestests were developed to provide eniperablealtSures forEnglish and Spanish
reading achievemswe in order to provide means for comparingthe abilities and

educational achievement of pupils of different languages andcultures.

Asper of the instrument

:Original (1950) test developed by
American:Council on Education and
The current version is a revision
Manuel and published by Guidance

Develonseiit of the instrument

the Committee on NodernLenguagee of the
published by Educational Testing Service.
of the origiial test done by Herschel T.
Testing Associates, Austin, Texas.

A large pool of items was assembled and administered to groups of Spanish and8nglish-spe4dng children. Items were selected for the final test version on 4.1.the basis of relative
difficulty and ability to discriminate between more andless able students.

Standardization of the ihstrument

The test publisher recommends use of local or regional norms with the test,However, some rough normative data is offered, based on a 1970 study conductedin Califoinia.

Eeliabilty and validity of the instrument

,- -Reliability coefficients based on administration of alternate forms (C and D),of the test to the same group ranged from .79 to .86 for Level 1 and from.39 to .74 for Level 2. "No validity data were reported for the Level l or .Level 2 tests._

. 403 4
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Appendix S
. . e

Anelvsis-Of Results for Elementary SI:aniakl Reading Titstei Pruebs.
de Lecture, Level 1, Form C-(L-1-CESI .

..--

Students in bilingual first grade, classes were administered Level
1 of the Prueba deLectura in late April and early May. Since no
pre-tests were given, no assessment of gains during the year can
be made. Pre-tests were not given at this level because it was
felt that. the test would be much too difficult for entering first
grade students, causing them much frustration-and anxiety, and.
yielding no useful information. The data,collected-at the end of
the year, very can be used to make some cczparisons with glib-
lished no virtc,,e Information, as well as to provide. some baseline
information fo the following project year. Mein scores for first
grade-students ire reported in Table 1.

N-N-,
On thewhole, these data c frfavorably with the normative .

information, since o ne school (Govalle) appears to be appreciably
below the norm. 'Tt is interesting to note that Metz and Palm
Schools, which typically have lower scores on English achievement'
neasures than Allison and Govalle Schools,'are somewhat higher=
this Spanish achievement test. This may be a reflection of differences
in instruction or of diftl.frencea in the extent to which Sperttish de
the dominant language in the respective neighborhoods; with'_;mly theV
scOreg. to go by, it is impossible to say. It should be sued that,
although these end of year scores compare Well with noriative-information,
end'of year score's for the higher grade levels-in the4rojeot schools .

stood somewhat higher in relation to the norms thenrnst grade. That is,
while the first grade scores were very close to thetairm, scores for'
second and third grades were appreciably above their rerpedtive norms,.This is probably a reflection of the greater emphasis on oral language
development activities in first grade. However, these relativel$' lower
scores" for' grade students may also be some causefor concern,
necessitating close scrittiny.:Of these children's progress in Spanish
reading next year.

e

r
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Table

Endof Year Pruebade Lecture Means for
First Grade Students Clasdes 7 Total Scores

5

School

Num ber

of
Classes

Allison

Govalle 3

Metz 2

.1 Palm 2

7-

Total 11

Note: A score of 23

Bomber
of meat

Students Score

72

26 ,

35

17.

4:93

18.85

23.03

28.53

150 22.40

corresponds to the 50th percentile .

for First Grade students taking the test. The overall mean
for the normative group of 101 students is 25.8.

ti
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Analysis of Results for Elementary Spanish Reading Tests, Gtades 2-5:
Prueba de Lecture, Level 2, Forms C and D (L-2-CES, L-2:-DES)

,

Students in bilingual classes in grades 2 through 5 were administered
Level 4, Forth C ot,the Prueba de Lecture as At pre-test in October; 1973,
and Level 2, Form D as a post-test in April, 1974. Analysis of the

/ date/obtained are reported here for the total scores only, separately
for each grade. The-basic analysis pfthe.data consisted of a series'
of repeated measures analyses of vatihnce, allowing comparisontamong
the four achoola(groupeffects), between pre-and post-tests (trials
effects), as well as'analysid of differential pie-post gains among
schools (groups by. trials interaction). These analyses are repbrted,in-

. Tables 2 through 5.. .
Discussion of result's for 2nd grade

As indicated in Table 2, average gains for all four schools were positive
and substantial, ranging from 4.91 at Allison to-9.27 at Palm.' The
overall gain of 7.05 is,statistically significantat Well beyond
normally acceptable levela of probability. That is,'it is4safe to con-
clude thatthe observed differences between pre and post tesescores:
represent a real gain. There were also significant differences among
the four schools, inspection'

scores were-about the same for
were considerably lower on,both

the to'paxt of Table 2 revealing that
elle, Metz, and Palm schools, but
e and post. tests at -Allison. 'The lack

of a significant Groups by Trials ...,teraction indicates that there was
no differential in gain among the four schools. In other words, it can-
not be concluded that students in any one school actimily gained more
than did students in 'any .other' school.

Another way of looking at these scoresis in relation to published
norms for th -test. As indicated above in the description of the
Prueba de Le ura, some'liaiited standardization data are available
from a prof ct conducted in California in the spring of 1970. Al-

'though that udy did not result in the production of extensile conversion
Tablestor converting raw test scores into percentile or grade equivalents
she interesting comparisons can be made frith mean scores of. children .

in the standarditation sample. These scores are indicated in Table 2,
'just below the mean scores for this years' project students. .

It'can be seen from these data that the "pre-test mean of 25.01 for
project second graders was considerably below the mean of 32.2 for
second graders in the California sample who took the same form (CES)
of the test, while the post-test mean of'32.06 was,tlightly above the
mean -of 2g.8 for the standardization sample of 2nd graders taking Form
DES. Moreover, the post-test mean for project students was essentially
equal to that for third'grade students in the California study who took
the same form of the teat, and the average gain of 7.05 was greater than
the difference between second and third grade students in the Standardization
sample on both forms of the test.

406
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Table 2

../. -

. . . . .
.s.

'Mean Pre end Post Test Prueba de Lecture , :1-
Total Scores,of Second Grade Students Ih Bilihguai Classes

School I
.

Pre-test Mean

Allison 42 21 . 38

/'

Govalle
a,

Keti 36 .

6476

26.67

,+Pals 4r. ,-' 25.66,

, .

'. Total- . 156 25.01

Mean Scores of

Post-test Mean Average Gain

26.29 .4.91

32.32 5.54
r

35.94 9.'27 -.

34.34

A
52.06 . 7.05

Students in
ltendardizsion Sample

.

,

Analysis of Variance

Source

Total

Between

trcrups: (School)
4

Error (Gro lips)

. Within

. Trials

Groups X Trials

Error ''(Triala).10.*',

I

Mean Square dr F -Ratio

117.66

153.03'

887.46

311

155

3 6.406

138.46 152

82.51 156'

3885.26 -1 67.853 <.00o1

94.26 3 1.646 > .10

57.26 152

1

407
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Although initive conclusions cannot be drawn because the data are .

not strictly comparable (the tests for project students were given in-
October and May while those for the' standardization sample were all, given
at. the same time of year) it pan reasonably be argued that, since the
average gain for these project students was greater than the difference
between second and third grade students in the normative'study, and since.'
'poettest performance of these second grape students did exceed the per-
-formance of the normative second graders taking the same form, project
students this year probably performed better than would be expected on
the basiS of the published test norms.

Discussion of results for 3rd grade

As indicated in Table 3 average:gains for third grade students in-all
four schools were pogitive,,the average gain of 9.41 5mer all schools
being statistical:11 significant beyond the .0001. Nekjif probability,
allowing us to conclude that there were, in fact* sal gains. -10 con-_
trast to-the results_for second grade, however, ftr,third grade there,
were significant differendeg in the amount of gain observed among they
four schools. Referring to the ffimrage Gain figuresreported in Table .

3,. it,:cin be seen that th; average gain at Allison-vas somewhat, smeller
than that at Govalle and Metz, while the-aVerage !gain for students at
Palm was considerably larger then that flir the other tbree schools.

.

Even though the average gain was relatively small at Allison, it should
be pointed out that the post-test mean for Allisod was still rather
high'in'relation to the other schools. The average post-test score

- for thiegroup NMS also considerably above the mean score'for.third
grade students in.the standardization sample.

. 4 _A
The scores for Palm are rather difficult to account for. It is true
thationly 28 students at Palm had valid scores on the post-test, while. '

43 students took the pre-test. Thus there are 15 students at -Palm who
are 'not accounted for,'cOnsiderably more, than at the other,three schools.
-It is possible that there was some biased selection factor operating
.hens-, -such that only the highest achieving students took the Post-test,
thus causing an unrealistically high mean score. But ev n if the mis-f

htle
Sing 15 students were counted as zero scores, the pos 'teat mead for
Pam would still be' slightly greater than 40, still gher than the pre-test,
means for the other three schools.. Thus, although the frost-test per-

-1=l'ormance and average gains for Palm students may be falsely inflated,
it still appears likely that gains for students-at Palm were substantial.

,

Discussion of results for fourth grade

ith
Results for` fourth 'grade are-presented in Table 4. In this case, there
is even more variability song the four schools, even though the average
gain over all four schools is-about the same.' As was the case with the

-- third grade data) there was a relatively small'gain at Allisog in com-
parison tio,the other three schools, but the actual post-test performance
was relativelI high,.

*408 .
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School

Allison

Govalle

Metz

Palm

e

MeanlIbre euldVtat;Test Pruaa de Lecture Total

Scores -pi Third Grade.Audents In Billi 6gual01sep

Total-

Mean

'Pretest Mean s:-4ttest. Mean Avera0 Gain

a

..34

34w*

46 .

28

55.09

. 26.26

31.30

36.89

.

- 33.5'd

37434

41.

.2.94

.7.24,

615,3

. 24,68

.1

142 32.11 .
9.41

Scores of-Students in Sandardization Sample

Analysis of Variance

-4 Source Mian Square .df 'FRatio P

. '

Total

Betveen 1

21.49.69

s 364 e07

,,
283

141
_

,

Groups (School) 4124.23 3 '14.608 i.00r.n.

EiiNor (Groups). - 282.33 N
138 -.

Within 136.11 " 142

.:
i Trials 6294.26 . .1 . 98.865 .0001

Groups X Trials 1415.82 3 22.238 <.0001.

Error ( Trials). 63.67 A 138 .

.
,, _

i

409
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Table 4. NJ.

Kean Pre and post Teat Prueba de Lectura
Total Scores of Eotrth Grade Students in Bilingual Classes...s.

2re-test Mean Post-test Mein Aver xe Gain

Allison

Gaval.le

Mats

44,`

34

/
1'-

21

41.09

..16.50

28:26

-32.48

43.07

29.47

32.84

47.52

e

.98

3.2:97

4.58

15.04

Total. - .118 30:41
.

36.30
.

& - 7.89

O

Mean Seoresio;;Students in EftandardimiltiOn Sample

AnalxSts of ihriane

Square. df P- Ratio

Total ,

Betveen

-

316.57

527.56

.

235

117

.

Groups (Sch2R1 ) 309.66 '3 13.4.1,8,' 4;-.0001

Error (Groups) 401.71 114

Within 107.37 : 118 .

-Trial
.

s '3672.7e" 1
.

58.5814 4; .0001

Groups Trials . '616.67
\

3 9.837 < .o0b3.

Error (Trials) 62.69 114. .

-

*r
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---1118a-as---in-;thiird'grade, fourth grade gains at Pa/m were appreciably
higher than at the other schools. In tbls cafe, however, data were"
ayailabile on the complete grqup of students far both pre ends post
test, so that there is nepossibility of spUricius inflation or to,st-_
tett scores due to differential selectigaof students.' It appears,
them4.that -gains`In Spanish, readiAg achievement in fourth grade were
rathq school-apecific,withsubstantial gains made by students at
Govalle and Palm, slight gains by students at Metz', and relatively
little gains by(students at Allison-

-Discussion. of results for fifth grade .

.
,

.

In fifth grade, sults varied-more by school than in any other grade,
as indicated in ble 5. The negative gain atAllison and the small
gain'at Govalle are easily accounted for in that very little emphasis
was placed on' Spanish instruction in fifth grade at thesetwo Schools:
The very,larOgain at Metz is much less easily accounted fgr-in that
there also was very little Spanish 1.nstruction-in fifth grade at Metz,

that the gain could not be accounted for in terms of selection of only
high achieving students to take the.post-test.

R

Oanpariscins_between bilingual and team classrooms

One of the=major deiision queitionsidentified for this evaluation
"regards'the relative value of-having teachers vho'are,bilingual
team with teachers who are monolingual in order t-o provide some Spanish
instruction to Children in a class other than their own. This situation
came about because ofirnick of sufficient bilingual teachers to_provlde
every bilingual student with instruction in Bpsqish. Consequently, the
strategy Imo adopted-of having twe'teachers;-one_biftifigual, one
monolingual, team up And'sbare two claisrooms so that the bilingual
teacher actnAlTy taught two classrooms of students in Spanish: The
decision question to be addressed concerns whether or not this arrangement
proved to be beneficial and should be continued. To provide-some
infqrmation relevant to this question, additional analyses on the Spanish
reading test scores were performed. These analyses- consisted of a
series' of two-between,'ane-within analyses of variance to determine the
effects of being in a bilingual or a team taught'clafs on Spanish repaing,
achieirement. ResuIts of these analyses are reported in Tables 6
through 9.

As indicated in Table 6, therewere differences between bilingual and
team classrooms in second grade. Overall, the average score for students
in the bilingual classrooms was three to foir points higher on both
pre- and post- teats. However, the average gainwas about the same for
both groups. Thus it appears'that students in the bilingual classrooms
in the second grade gained about the same in Spanish'reading as did
studenti in the team classrooms.

Results for third grade axe. reported in Table 7. Iii third grade the
teen arrangement appeared to 'be very $eneficial, in that gains for students
in. the team Classrocia were actually greaterthan for students in the
bilingual spies sroqins

4



Table 5

Mean Pre and7o0 TeAt Prueba de Lectura Total
Scores of Fifth Grade Students in Bilingual Classes

School 2f Pre-tesi Mean

Metz

/

4.

st-test Mean

36

.19

3t

39

45.33,'

37.68
,

.30%45

49..4

40.89

39.95

70.48

57.49
A

Average Gain

2.27

40.03

7.95

Total 127 41.61

44.

5344 21.93

Mean Scores of Students in Sttadardization Sample

-Grade
Form

CBS

2

3

Analysis of Varjance

dource

32.2

35.8

Mean

29.8

- 31.5

df F-

Total

ViOreen

-CigaP5 (School).
....

Error (Groups)

Within

Trdilii ,

Groupti X Trials

r Timor ..1,2.442.4/

428.25

557.72

2551.11

509.10,
,

299.79

9024.39

6350.63

,

253

3.26 .

3

123

lT

1

1

.-.

.

4; .01

.

4C .0001

.0001'

.

...---

5.011-

,

111.036'

:70488 4;

412
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Table 6r

Cogparison. Betieen Bilingual, and Team
Classrooms in Second Grade

S'obool Class s `. H Pre-test 'Mean Post-teat -..

Average
Gain

Allison Bilinguml 1 213 22.86-, 26.81, 3.9

Allisco- Tease
_.

. 25 19.90, -25.76 % 5:86
.

Govalle adaingnal 22 26.52- 33.86 7.34 -f.

Govalle Team 20 .- 27.12 , 30.31 3.91

tiling fa . 23 30.38
, ,

39.56
t

9.18

Tema 23 23. - 3

% Overall means for Bilingual & Team Classrooms
'

7\ _

Average
Class Type Pre-test 'Mean Post-test Mean Gain

Bilingual 26.59 33.41 6.82

Tema 23.58
. ,

29.71 6.13

:413
8-12
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Table

Ccaparison Between Bilingual and Team
Classrooms inThird Giade:

_School Class Type N Pre -test Man Post-test Mean
Average
Gain

A11.ison Bilingual 15 36.20 43.00 6.80

Allison : Tisza- 19 34.21 34.11 - -0.10

Govalle Bilingual - 18
.

32.06 30.17 -1.89

doval1e Team . 16' 19.75 . 37.25 17.50

Metz BilingUal ,25 31.56 38.68 +.12

_Metz _

ialm,
.

-Team

Bilin,gual

21

lk
31.00

43.63 .

36.81'

66.68_
.

, _5.81

23.05

Palm Team 9 22.67 50.78 0.11

--

OverallMeams for Bilingual and Teen Classrooms

, Average
Class Type Pre-test Mean Past--14.st Mean Gain

i
Bilfmgual . 35.86 44.63 8.77

Team. 26.91 '39.74 12.63J



It-shoilld be noted* however, that both .pre and post-:test performancein the team classrooms were still lower than pre and post-iest,per-
formanAe in the bilingual,classroces.

, 'vIn fourth grade, the differences also favor the team classrobms,
catled is ''able a. However; tke meaning.of this is notentirely'clear,

'-since Spanish reading was nod emphasized in fourth grate and no differences
should be expected.

a.

4The iame'problem exists in fi h grade, as indicated in Table 9. The
ditae4eported for both Allison classes and the Palm bizlintia3. class

__are just about what would be expected if no Spanith instruptiod were
given; that is, negative or essentially zero gain. The-=large gain
for the team classroom-it Pala indicates that the teacher may actually
have given some Spanish instruction during the year At any rate, thedata do not support the conclusion that performance of students inthe bigngual clatirooms vas superior to that of studentsin the team
classrooms.

;

,In summary, it- appears thatpthe team 'arrangement for providing Spanish
instruction to children who othervise,.vould not haye received it vas"beneficial. Although students in "the bilingual classrooms tended to .
have higher Spanish reading scores, studente.'in the team Classes tended
to make greater gains. Thus the Spanish reading achievement 'data sup-
port the co4clusion-that the team arrangement should be continued.

I

I
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Table

Comparison Between Bilinguil and Team
Classrooms inIourth Grade

.

...

School

...

- ,

Class Type N

-
.

Pre-test Mean PoSt-test Kean
Average

Gain

Alison, Bilingual . 22 33.91 52:14 1.77

- Allison Tea 22 28.-27 it 34.00 5.73

Govalle' .,.Bilingual' 18 13.50 26.56 li.O6

Govalle Teim 16 19.88 , 32.75 12.87

Overall leans for Bilingual and:Team Classrooms

s Type

*1,1131.a1

Pre-test Mean Post-test Nein
Average

es=

33.7 0.

24.07,

.

.

39.35
,

33.38

5.65

9 31

Note:
`at

nor available for fourth grade team classes
at Nests and Palm

f-.._

7.416

8-15
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Table 9

Comparins Between Bilingual and Tema
Classrooms in Fifth Grade

S.

'School 'Class Type

T

)5 Pre -test Mean
/

Post-test Mean
/Average

Gain 0

Allison

tails=

Pill

Palm -

r

Bilingual

Tear

Bilingual

Team-

19

17

20

19

'

46.79

43.71

56:50

42.21

4.

.

r

43.11

36.18

57.80

57.16

-1.68

-7.53
4

1.30'

14.95'

Overall Means for Biling4a1 and Team Classrooms

Average
Class Type ,Pre -test, Mean Post-test-Mean Gain

Bilingual

Team

51.64'

42.96

% 51.45

46:67

-.19 ,

3.71

417
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APPENDIX T

INSTRUMENT REPORT

r-

PRUEBA DE LECTURA, LEVELS 2 AND 3 (SECONDARY)

Date/Period of -Administration

Population: '

Administered By:

Data Oollectea By:

1

.1

. 418

October, 1973; April, 1974

Students in BilingualClaMles,
Grades 7-12, Plus approximately
equalnumiber of control students.

Bilingual. Teacherk

Office of Evaluation Staff

4

4

44
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DISCRIPTIOR ot. =WAKEMAN sum
PERIL DI =MR (SLCONDARY)

Number of administrations of thcinstrument

TV*

Location of admIndsnallion

Tad* classroom
040:

Pro:bless with the measure or with the administration
*ich might affect the validity of thamessure

4

altbetotb.14cne secondary teachers voiced some of the same objections concern-
ing the high difficulty level and sane -load vocabulary of the testae did
elementary teachers, probleme,of this type sere generally less severs . with
the secondary students than with elementary students. -

. Ttainins of the administrators

Mans,

,lelsiDescription of thaln;trimMent

The Laval 2 test (used with grades 7 sad 3) consists of 110 foss -choice
Illusttatid item providing seasares aflame of Comorshensiont Awed of
Comprehension, and Vocabulary, as veil as a. total. score. Thelma 3
teat (used with grades 9-12).consistsof 110 fora- choice verbal items
providing measures of Level of Cceprebangion, Speed iof Oamprebensioa
and Vocabulary, plus a total score.. lasponsIs to LiveZ 3 it stems&
tea separate answer sheet.

Rationale for the instrument

To provide a measure of acquisition of Spanish reading-stills forst:Watts
_

is bilingual classes who received Spanish instractica.

Developer of the instrument.

Original test 112S developed by the Casettes =Modern Languages of the
*American Council on Education. Current version of the test was sadifiect
from the original by Herschel T. Manuel, and Is published by Guide:ace Testing

-AssocistserAnstin,./exas..

Development of the instrnient

The instrument is available in both Spanish and Ensllih versions with
parallel content. 'Items were constructed to reflect materiels common to
both >Casliifs and Spanish *peaking cultures, to use the saps illustrations..
in both languesas: and to use the same directions and verbal content.

Standardiratton of "the' hum:mm=1
....-

Although the test author recomiends that test users develop their own local
norms, some standardization data are provided based on a 1970 study of
California school abildren, However, since the tests mere used in thin
study with students much older than those in the normative sample taking
the same 'smelt, even these standardization lets are not.appropriate.

Reliability and validity the Instrument

Reliability coefficients l sad on the administration of forms C and D to
the same students after a short interval range from .39 to .74 fotlevel2
administered to second and third grade students, and from .64 to .90 for
Level 3 administered to fifth grade students. No validity data are re-

' parted for the, Level 2 or 3 tests.
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Appendix T

Analysis of results for Senior Spanish instruction: Prueba
de Lecture Level 3' Forms C and D

To evaluate program effects' on Span reading achievement at the
senior high school, the Prueba de Lecture, Level 1, Form C (L-3 -CRS)
was mipiln4stered to groups of bilingual and control students as a pre-

,

test in*NoveMber, 1973, and'Form D of the same test (1-3-ESS) was
given as a post,-test in May, 1974. The control groups used here are
the same as those used in the CAT analysis dicussed in Appendix R and
are subject tocthe same limitationi. That is, although attempts were:
made to insure that the control groups selected were comparable to
the bilingual groups, there is no certainty that this was, in fact,
the case.

Since the objective relating to this measure was expressed in terms
of post-test performance only, the basic analysis consisted of a series
of one way analyses bf variance with two groups, 84ThilErr to the analyses
performed on the CAT data (See Appendix R) .. Results, of thii analysis
are reported in Table 1.

As indicated in Table 1, differences between bilingual and control
students at Austin High were significant for all three of the Prueba
de Lecture subscales as well asfor the total score, while differences
at Johnston High were notsignificant on either of the two subscales
for which comparisons could be made. 1t should be noted, however, that
Olhough the bilingual and control groups at Johnston High did not dif-
fer on this measure, mean post-test scores for the Johnston High bi-
lingual group were-laightly, though probably not significantly, higher
than the corresponding mean,scores for the Austin High bilingual groups.
This difference in the results seemsto be due to a much higher
control group performance at Johnston than at AuStin. That is, al-
though bilingual students at_aohnston High performed atleast as Veil
as did bilingual students at Austin High, the dontrol students at
Johnston scored so much high -than their Austin High counterparts that
the scores were not eignific ly lower than those of the bilingual
students.

In orde,r,to investdgate Spanish reading Achievement more fuLly, a
second set of analyses were perfomed td allow inclusion of the.pre-
test scores and'investigation of gains in Spanish reading achievement
over the course of the project year. The particular analysis performed
was a two-between, one-within analysis of variance ing the two schools
(Austin and Johnston) and the two treatments ( biliigual and control)

as between-subjects classifications,and the repeated test administration
(fall and spring) as the within-subjects classification. Because of
the missing data on the Level of Camprehenaionsubscale for the con-.
-trol group at Johnston High the analysis could be performid only on the
first two subscales. Results are reported in Table 2.



Table 1

Summary of Analysii of PrUeba de Lecture LeVel 3
Post-teat_Scores at the Two Senior High Schwas

iv.h School

HighJohnston

, '"

-15-------r------.. Variable -

Bilingual

Mean

Control

N F-ratio.- PN Mean

Vocabulary 18.2 41 11.0 32 25.2. <.0001

Speed of Comprehension 14.0, 41 7.5 32 : 27.7 <:.0091 -

Level of Comprehension 15,8, 41 10.6, 32 12.4 .1e...01

Total- 48.0 41 29.4 32 27 7. <4)14 4

p

School.

,
.

Variable

.

BilingRal
Student's

Control
Students

Mean, N Mean N F-ratio. P
.

vocabulary .

Speed of Comprehension

Level of Comprehension

19.8

16:5

14.

14

InsUfficieni

17.2

. 14.0

8

7

Data

1915

1.353

.

, <.10

<:.10

.

Total .

Tnsrtfinipet

.

natp
.

.1

F.

T-4

421 .

"If
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Table 2

pchools bygreatment by Trials Analysis of
Variance on3)rueba de Lectura Level 3 Data

School Group N 'Fall Spring Average Gain

Austin: Bilingual- 41 15.39 18.20 '(2.81-
Control 32 11.84 11.03 -.81-

Johnston Bilingual
Control

14
8

18.0

18. f,

19.79 , +1.79
-1. 0

Analysis of Variance
, Soul* sr

.'"4".

Mean
S uar

:Degrees of
r e F - P

'(Between-Subjects Variance)

Schools ,

Treatment

SchoOls by Treatment

Error (Between)

li.

-5,95.40.8

309.741

157.991 .

59.362

___,

1

1

1

91

1

1

1
Ilk

91

,

.

'

.

:0 r

-

,

10.030.

5.218

2.662

,

1.088

-.623.'

9.992

.023

...-

s
,..

<.01

4.05

4C.10

.

..<.10

..10

t

<. 01
. . .

.

1

4:.10.

1

i

t

(Within-Subjects Variance)

Trials

Schools by Trials

Treatment by Trials

Schools by Treatment by
Trials

Error (Within)
.

10.294

5.778

94,523
. ,.

.

.218

9.460

T-5

1.422



-Y[ean for Speed of 'comprehension Scale

School Group I . Fs.l . S ri

a.

Average
Gain

. - ,

.

Austin -- Bilingual 41 12:59_ .14.00 1.41, Control 32 7.97 -7.53 ..44

Johnston,
_

,

, Bilingual
:Control

114
8

/ 15.21
14.38

16.50; 22.25
-1.29

_ 243

Analysis of Vatlance-
f Mean,

Source Square

(Between-Subjects Variance)

Schools

411

Treatment

Schools by Treatment

*Error (Between)

,Within-Subjects Variance)

%* Trials

Schools by Trials

.Treatment by Trials

School by Treatment by

Tribitis

Error (Within)
A .

I -4

Degrees of
Freedom ^F-Ratio

,524.043

518.944

71.316.

36.037

ct4----4<

.038

6.545

54.941

-14.818

8.053

1

1

1

91

4

114.542 < .oca

14.49e < .901.

1.979 ,4'.16"

'.(4)05

.813 >:3.0

6.80 .15

. :598. >.10

1



Since the results towboth,subs4les reported here are essentially
-the same, they rill bediecussel,as_ one. In both cases, the Schools
and Treatment main effeats,.and the Treatment-t7 Trials interactions:
were statistically- significant. That is, whenthe bilingual and '-

'control classes are combined over both trials, the overall)mean-
Spanish Reading score was. significantly higher for studeits at4OhaWton
High than for students at Austin High. Caabining schools 'over trials,
bilingual.studen*have significantly higher scores than do control
students. The signlficant Treatment by Trials interaction indicates
that the betyeen bilingual andlControl-StudentiNss not` he ,
same on the st-test as it was on the pre-test. That is,th4 average
difference between bilingual,, and control students was much greater on
the post -test than. on the pre-test, indicatingthat bilingual students
gained significantly more in Spanish reading achievement than did the
control students. This is further exemplified in the Average,Gain
figures reported in Table 1, indicating, for both subscales, positive
gains for bilingual students and alight negative gains for control
students. Thus, it,c e- concluded that the project did have---positive
effects on Spanish re achievement.

Analysis of Results forl'iumitT High School Snanisfi instruction: Prueba
de Lecture, Level 2 (Forms C and D)

in a manner similar to that done with the senior high schools,.the
Prueb. de Lecture, Level 2, Form C was administered. to Climes of
junior high school bilingual and control students as a pretest, and
Level 2, Form D was given as a,post-test,. The control groups used
here were the same as those used\in the CAT, Level 4 analysis,dis-
cussed in Appendix R.,

.

Basie.analysis of post-test data was by means of a series of one-
way analyses of vari ce comparing bilingual and control groups iv-
-each combination of s hool and grade...These analyses are reported in
Table 3. It should be noted that there were no bilingual classes in
the 7th grade at Martin Junior High'School; hence data for Partin are

`4.14orted only for 8th grade.

It can readily be seen from Table 3.that post-test differences bdtween
bilingual and control students were slight, statistical significance
occurring in, only one,of the 12 comparisons (Speed of Comprehension
at artin). Thus the-objectivelas stated vas not met-end--there 3rotad
apprear to have been no appreciable proem effects, on Spanish reading
achievement.

Also Jae. m*nher similar to that done with the senior high school data,
a schools by treatments by trials analysis of variance was performed
on thebe:data. The results of this analysis are reported in Table
4. Unlikethe data reported from the two senior high schooli, these
results Were not at all consistent across subscales. There were, however,

. a few general trends that can be noted.

-4247
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Table 3

Summary of Analysis ofPruaba de Lectura Level 2
' Post-test Scores at the Two Junior sigh Schools

Allan Junior High School - 7th Grade

Variable

-Bilingual

Students
Control 1

Students I -

Mean N N. 1-ratie - P
-s,

Level of Comprehension 30.4 30 .31.1 11
.

.051 >10

Speed of.Ccoprehension 21.4 30 24.1 # .760 >10 '4

Vocabulay- 15.0 30 14.8 11 .004 >10

Total ,66.8 30 70.0 11 1 .201 >10

Allan Junior High School - 8th Gradi

Variable

Bilingual
Stude is

Control
Students

Ii,ean N Mean N , F-ratio . P

Level of Comprehension 27.1
.

29 22.3 15, 1.557 1.10

Speed,of Compreha6sion 20.1 29 18.' 15 .181 >at)

Vocabulary 17.2 29 14.7 ;5 .900 >.10',. .

Total -64.4' 29 v55.9 15 .949 ;>,10

Martin Junior High School - 8th Grade_
-

Variable

Bilingual
Students

Control
Students

..

Mean N Mean N F-ratio P

Level of Comprehension 32.3 47 31.0 23 .497 >10'

Speed of Comprehension 9.9 47 7.1 23 3:506 4(.10:

Vocabulary 27,7 4-1 25.5 23 1.554 >10

Taiga 70.0 47 :63.7 13 2.14 >10'

T65
If
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ee

a

_.1, CC.
.

FiAt, there were significant overall pre-post gains indicated for
%, ;Avel of Comprehension;' Speed o

- t
There lies, however, a signific
scale. -Second, Consistent with
bilingual and control groups
involving bilingual versus cant
vas on the Vocabulary scale, in

M. I, i rehension, and Total scores.
in scores, on the Vocabulaig

he k of differences between
rted earlier, only one comparison

of groups proved significant. This
tihg so what higher performance

for bilingual than for control students. Thus it appears that the
conclusion of failure to achieve the level of attainment .spetified in
the, objective is supported. There were significant gains, but thi5,
verelaci greater for students in the bilingual program than for
control itUlt4s. -

,

.

.

_
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Table 4.

,

SCHOOL AHD GRADE BY 132A2HEHT BY TRTAtS ANALYSIS OF-
I- VARIANCE ON nPRUBMA, DE LECTURA", LEVEL 2,`JUNIORRIGH SCHOOL DATA

4a. LEM. QP COICREHESSION-

SCHOOL '' GROUP N

.

FALL4 _SPRING

.
AVERAGE
GAIN

Allan - 7th. . Bilingual -30 27.50 30.40 2.90
A

Control II 26.18 31.09 4.91

Allan- 8th. Bilingual 29 ,27.07 __ 27.10 .03

Control 15 26:00: 22.33" -3.67

- Hartia-8th. .Bilingual 474 30.19 32.32 2.13-

Control 23_ 29.22 31.04 , 1.72

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE
.

SOURCE
'MEAN

-SQUARE
DEGREES 0-

FREEDOM .F-RA2TO

,

- P

(Between-Subjects Variance\\Ni4
Schools /

treatment 1

Schools by Treatment

. Error (Between)

1.877

130.918

36.773

1V6.881

113.921

175.181

6.849

42.654

27.626

2

1'

2

.149

1

2

1

2

}49

,

`

3.00

.740

.208

<05

>.1O

,>,10

<.05.

4(.01

>10

),10

(Within Subjects Variance)

Trials

Sthools by Trials

Treatment by Trials
.

Schools by Treatment by-
Trials

Error (Within)

:

4

4.124

6.341

.248-

1.544

.

-

T-10

427
4



12.

le`

4

og

4b. SPEED OF COMPREHENSION

c -
.-_ AVERAGE
SCHOOL GROUP N I FALL GAIN

Angui- 7th. - Silingual 30 ---&-7.1F--- 2t..40- 12.674

. Control ,11 8.18 . 24.'09- 15.91 _..

.

Allan - 8th. . Bilingual 29 .4.62 -20.111- 15.48

Control .15 .'-- 3.27 18.87 15.60-

Martin = 8th. Bilingual 47 -11:474 9.. --,::83;

. Control .23 7.70 11 7.09; -.61 '.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE . MEAN- tDEGREES OF
SOURCE SQUARE FREEDOM F-iAiI0 . FN.)

- I
(Between-Subjects Variance)

/
'Schools .9471.037 2 17.482 <.01

.

Treatment 69.014 1 1.274 ,),..10'0-,

Schools by Treatment 43.954 2 -i LAO .10
/

Error (Betlieen) 54.173 149
...--

t .

(Within-S54Pects Variance)

Trials 5841.135 1 203.193 4..01

Schools by Trials 1692.912 ,12 58.891_ 4C.01

Treatment by Trials ,_- 22.095 . 1 .769 >JO
Schools by Treatment by 16.290 2 ..567

k

>.1O
Trials

28.747 149
: 'Error (Fithin) ..

.

.

4TA1



4c. VOCABULARY

SCHOOL

_

-N 'SPRING'
AVERAGE
GAIN

a

Allan - 7th. Bilingual 30 21.97 14.97. -7.00

Control 11 20.91 14.82 -6.09
.

Allan = 8th. Bilingual 29 21.66 17.17 -4.49

Control 15 16.87 14.67 -4.20
...-

Martin - 8th. Bilingual 47 27.43 27,74 .31

,
4

Control 23 25.78 ,

N
25.52 _ v..26_

ANALYSIS OF VARLANCE
SOURCE

MEAN' *DEGREES
-SQUARE

OF
FREEDOM

,

P-RATIO P

(BetittemSubjects Variance)

Schools

TreataenP

ISchools by Treatment .,

.

.

Error (Bete en) v

2113.471

263.526

48.161

669.828A

223.514

11.756

10.598

28.709

.

2

1

2--

1

2

1

2

149

23.363

2.913

,

.532

..

23.332

7.786

.409'

.369

.

.

<.01

>.10

;,:10

,

ACt.01--

<.01

>410

>.10

.

_

(Within-Sub cts Variance)

Trials

Schools by Trials

Treatment by Trials

Schools by Treatment by
Triali

Error'(Within)

:1 :

T-12

-429

C.
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4d. TOT:AL SCORE

4.

I

a

./0

.

SCHOOL GROUP .ii

-

: -FALL . SPRING
AYERAGN
GAIN

Allan - 7th. Bilingual , 30 58120 66.77 . 8.57

-

Control 11 55:27 70.00 14.73

Allali - 8th. Bilingual 29 '53.34 64.38
.

11.04
-

CoArol 15 46.13 55.87 \ 9.74.

Martin - 8th. Bilingual 47 68.36 -69.98: 1.62

'ilk
Control 23 .62i70 63..65 ' .95

.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SOURCE

,

MEAN
SQUARE .

DEGREES OF
FREIDOK

.

. F-RATIO

,

0 -P

(Between-Subject's Variance)
w.

Schools 2724.244 2 3.699 -4(.05

Treatment 1294.768 1 1.758 >.10,

,Schools by Treatment 363.737 2 .494 >.10

Errivr_Oetween) 73'6.526 149

(Within-Subject Variance) -

Trials .3747.847 29.916 < .01

Schools by Trials , 660.655 2 5,273 4; .ca:

Treatment by Trials 30.383 1 .243 > .10

Schools by Treatment by . 88.417 2 f .706 . >.1O
Trials

`Error (Within) 125.2e0. 149., f.

.
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APPENDIi U

INSTPDKRIT REPORT

SEDL VOCABULAiT-TiST (*mar)

Date/Period of Administration:

Population:

Administered By:

Data Collected By:

U-'

431

October, 1973; rill 1974

Randomly Selected- Sample of
15% of seclondary students
(grades 7-12).

ry Teachers

*fide of,EyaluatioeStaff



CRIFTION OF SEDL VOCABULARY TEST

limber of administraiions- of the instrument

location of administration

In the classrooms

Problems with the measure or with the administration which might
affect the validity of the measure

There is Some'question about content validity of the test In relation
to proposed project activities, The test seems more a general vocabulary

---,test than a measure of 415cabulary learned through Bilingual/Bicultural

Training of the administrators

Sone

Brief description of the-instrument .

-

Two fifty item, four choice, objective vocabulary tests. Fora A and B of
both tests consist of the same items in different order.

Rationale far the instrument

s-
To test foi'vocabulary acquisition from increased experience back-
ground of secondary students.

Developer of the instrument

Southwest.E4(cational Development Laboratory, under contract from Austin
Indepindent School District and ESAA BilingFal/Bicultural Project.

Development of the instrUment

Austin Independent School District outlined proposed activities,'SED
selected representative vocabulary words and wrote items to test a
sample of these.

Standardization of the instrument-

Administration procedures" were standardized, no norms are available.

Reliability and validity the instrument

, Alpha coefficients (Xamlex-Richardson Formula 20) were .87 for Fo A and
'.93 for Fore B of the Jr. High School test; and .93 for Form A an .91 forFora B of the Sr. High test. These figures represent a high degree of in-
ternal consistency. No validity data are'availabli.-

p-2
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APPENDIX U
-e

Analysis of Results for Secondary Vocabulary Test

To evaluate t6 effects of Project activities on seco students' voca-
bulary, a. specially designed vocabulary test was ered twice dur-
ing the year in each of the four-secoadary'sdhools. Simples of approxi-
mately I5Z of the students in each school were tested in October, 1973
.andagaigin late'April and early Nay, 1974. In order to ensure that the
students test ere representatiOe of the school as a whole, the samples
were selected by class in courses required of all students (e.g., English,
Social Studies The differences between pre- and post-tests averages were
examined of t-tests. Although there was some overlap in the pre-
and po est simples (i.e.,sone students took the "teat -both times), it,
was not possible to match pre- and post-test scoria for individuals, so
that the t-teat procedure,for independent samples was used. Results of
these analyses. are reported in Table 1 below.

On the surface, the results given here appear to indicate program effective-
ness in three of the four schools. Two things are worthy of note, however;
the firstlis the large apparent difference between the scores obtained film
AustinxHigh and those from the other three schools. On the, average, scores
from Austin High were about 10 points higher thaq'those from the other three
schlewhich were all about the same. This difference primarily reflects
the difference in overall socioeconomic status of the student populations.
While Allan, Martin an Johnston are composed of students predominantly from
low - income, minority group families, the Austin High population consists of
students from families of quite varied incomes ranging from very high to Very
low. Thus, the difference between 'Austin High and the other thrhe schools
does not necessarily indicate that the program was more effective there than
at the other schools, but Biway that the student -population of Austin High
is different from the student population of the other schools.

The second point is that, although post-test scores were significantly
higher than pre-test scoresin three of the four schools, the absolute
differences were rather small. Especially at Austin High, the difference
of 1.41, though statistically_eAgnificant due to the large sample size, is
so small as to represent little, if any real gain. Considering, too, that
it larnornaI for.junior and senior high school students to increase their
vocabularies as a function of normal school and life routines, there may
be some serious questions as to whether these differences can rightfully
be attributed to the Bilingual/Bicultural Project. Since many of the
processes connected to this particular outcome objective were implemented
only partially or not at all, it would seem highly likely that the observed
differences are due to some cause other than the Bilingual/Bicultural Project.

U-3
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Table f'

T-TESTS ON SEbONDARY VOCABULARY TEST DATA

s.

Allan.Junior High

PRE-TEST- POST-TEST j t P

. Mean

.Standard Deviation

Number of Students

27.78

8.37

99.

27.86

9.84

85

0.06 1y 10

Martin Junior High

TEST POST-TEST

Mean '

StandardDeviition

Number of Students

29.28

8.40

130

32.81

'7.57

113

3.61

PRE-TEST POST-TEST
4

Mean 39.02 40.43

Standard Deviation 8.44 8.63

Number of Students 298. 226

Johnston High-

PRH-TEST -POST-TEST

Mean 28.23 33.95

Standard Deviation 8.72 7.93

Number of Stddeats 284 237

H-4

434 .

4005

1.88 I .10)

t

7.77

P

<.001



Apppipix v'
INSTRUMENT REPORT

PRIMARY.SELPLCONCEPT TEST

Date/Period of Administration:

Population:

Administered By:

'Data Collected By:

A35

October, 1973; Ity, 1974

All Students in Project Elementary
Schools'Orades Kr2)

Classroom Teachers

Office of Evaluation Staff



DESCRIPTION OF PRIMARY SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY

EriuMbera&admia6trations of, the instrument

TWo for each project student in grades K-2,.once'in October and/once in April.

iocalion of administration

,the cl.assrooms

Probleils with the measure or'With the admiAistration which might
affect the validity- of the measure

Due to ladk of special training, the, test administrations in different classes
soy have been condUcted in differing situations. There is, however, no docu.-

mentation regarding_ whether or not different administration conditions, actually

- ocred.' . .

Tracwirg'Of the administrators

None
4,

Brief description of the instrument

- The test consists of two warm-up items and 18 scored items. Each item consists.
of.a,drawingldepicting at least one child in a positive role and. at least one

ciaird in a negative role. The child is told a simple story about each
tratipn and'is asked to draw a circle around the person most like himself.

.

-Rationale for the instrument

The test was designed to provide an economical procedure for evaluating several
aspects of self-concept relevant to school success. The test developers feel
that it isesSential, if adequate learning is to occur, that children with ne-

gative feelings of self-worth be identified early so that remediation can be

provided.

Developer of the instrument

-Douglas C. Muller and Robert Leonetti

Development of the instrument

The cunrent instrument is a revision of an earlier version, based on factor
analysis of ifitercorrelations among items. Scores are derived for 6 distinct

factors.

Standardization of the instrument

Rigorous standardiaation data are not currently available. Some normative

rinformation is rep for the earlier version of the test, based on scores
11 of Mexican- American students in 1 Cruces, New Mexico., _

. Reliability and Validitiy of thp instrument

A test-retest reliability coefficient of .91 for total scores was reported in
tfieftestpanual. Construct *alidity of the test is claimed on the basA6 of
factor 'stability across dfferent samples of students. Content.validitris
claimed on the basis ofwitIten reviews by 4 faculty measures of a south-

westein university% No correlations of the test with any other, test are reported.
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Appendix V

Analysis of Results of Primary Self-Concept Inventory,
s

Grades K-2.

.

In- order to assessl.the effents of the ESAA Bilingual /Bicultural
project on self-concept ofICindergarten thrbugh second grade . ._
students, tha-4Ptimary Self- Concept Inventory was administered to

. .

a.1.1K..2 students in the four project elementary schools' as 4tre-
testan October, 1973, andNai a post-test in May, 1974.. A sgdes
o . between, one-within classification analysesipZyarlanCe were

,... 2+ ormed on- students' test scores, one analyiis done separately

f ---... grade. These analyses allow for the determination of the. '1

reliability of obseried differences in scores among schools, between
studehts receiving bilingual instruction and those receiving
monolingUal English instruction, as well as the differences between

*sit test. I

,).c.
. , -

4.on.of kindergarten results. e .

s7
.

Ayera&ipke-and post-test scores and results of the analysis of vgriiince .

are Morted in Table1. These results are rather straightforward.
.

.
.

The only significaat yeriationnin scores was that between pre and post ---

testing. In'othero4oild:s, while the differences among schools and .

between bilingual and monolingual students ar so slight that they can-

not
ca

not be.considered as representing true differ ces, the over(ll

difference between pre -end post-test scores is, officiently large:to
merit the conclusion that the overall gain of _points represents 4.

weal gain. There may still be some question to whether the gains

are due to the project itselr or to a simple maturation process which

would haYe resulted in gains even if there had been no program. With-

.
out an. appropriate comparison group_of students who are comparable to

these in all respects except for the pro,ject it is impossible to

resolve this qugstion conclusively. It remains, however, that he overpli
increase An self- concept as measured by this instrument is re atively

large and reprepents some real'improvementwhateventhe cause.--
-,-,...., . ,-,

.
Ditnussion of first-grade results -

Results for first grade are somewhat more complicated andfdifficullt

to interpret than those for kindergarten, as indicated in Table 2.

2
The overall difference between pre -arid post-test scores is statistically

significant, indicating some general improvement of self-concept.

There are, however,,, some marginal cations that refatildships among

the observed differences are r er complek, First, it sfipuld be.noted

that while diff aces betwee and monolingual stn eats were
--,

/

*Very sight on th average, the actual,size and direction or those dif-

., ,.. ferencesry fr one school to another`.' At'Allison and Palm, scores
, .

, - for monolfrigual st dPnts tended to be higher than those ,of bilingual
oft.

, students, if, le at valle and Metz the reverse was true._ .. . '40

.
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Table

....

Analysis of Kindergarten 'Primary Self-Concept
Inventory Total Scores

,

.

_ArviASS TYPE N PRE-TEST-MEAN

PCST-
TEST MEAN

AV2RAGE
GAIN

1

Allison - Bilingual , 54 11.70 . 12.96 - 1.26

Allison?
i

Moinolingl,pa 18 ,.11.89 13.83 1.94
-i - -

thalle ' Bilingual , 35 11-.57 1313 2.26
.. ,

,Govalle

.

Monolingual

. .

32 12.28, .69

4Metz Bilingual 18, 12.33 13.56 1.23.

.

Metz Monolingual 33 11.58 , 13.09 , 1.51

-1 _
:4

. -.

Total Gro:13'Nkf.. 190 11.89 13.37 1.48
4.

it_There was no monolingual kindergarten class at Palm

wa

1 ANALYSIS OF -VARIANCE --
1:1CITTRCIP

MEAN
cCITI/017.

.-

df

(Teiween-Subjects Varlance)

- Schools .

\Class Type .
.

Schools by-sdass Type .

Error (Eetween)..

(Within-Subjects Variance) .

Trials . .

!

Schools by Triaasx

.

,
Class Type by Trials _

, -

h s by Cll Type by Trials

'Error 66Tithisf .

,

I '-e 4.

.12

.23,

8.86

410.65 ,

179.65

137

oft.

9%91

4.85

f

,

- 2

10-

2

184

1

2

1

2

184

.

.

.

.

,

. .01

.02

.83

7.03.

-.o8

-.16

2.04

-

0

>

>

>

.

<

>

>
>

1 J/1

.10

.10

.10

.000l,

.3.0

.10

.10

e-

_

. /
1,6*. 7-438 4p,
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Means fat all groups

. Table 2

Analysis of First grade Primary Self- Concept
_Inventory Total-Sobrea

.

.

...,
SCHOOL' CLASS( TYPE N

92.

19

52

3.8

r

36

48

41

18

.

POST- ;
TEST MEAN

13.43

- .
13.0

14:08

.12.79

13.72

13.75

13.10

. 14.44

AVERAGE
GAIN

.67

".21

1.41

-----.55

-.39

.81.
.

.69

1.61

.

PRE-itS1 MEAN

12.76

13.42

.12-.157

12.24

14.11

12.94

12.41

12.83

#.
'Allison

Allison

Govalle.

Govalle.
..

Metz
..

'Metz

Palm*

Pam

0.
Bilingual

Monolingual
,

Bilingual.

Monolingual.
.. .

Bilingual''.. le
;.r

Monolingdal

. Bilingual ,

'Monolingual,

Total Gram

.

- 144 . 12.Q2 11.62 .70 ,'

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE /
RPTR(7.

MEAN
sTrAop of F

..

P
' .

(Between-Subjects Variance) .

.

Schools _
10.91 3 1.14

_._

;.10

' Class Type r .13 1 - .01 ,.10

.

'2.37Schools by Class Type . ,22.78 3 <;.10

Error (Between) 9.61 336 4

(Within -Subject Variance) .

Trials
. a

65.02 ,.. 1 16.36 <;.001
.

. .
4$

Schoqls by Trials . 6.53 3 1.64 . >.10

, Class Type by Trials 1.40 1 1 .35 >at)

Schools by Class Type by Trials 8.64 3. 2.17 <.10

Error (Within)
.

3.97
-

336

439
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At an even more complex level, there was some indication that pre-post.
gainikorariedconsiderably according to specific combinations of school

:itid clan- type. At Allison there was a substantial gain for bilingual
students in contrast to'a small gait for monolingual students; at

..,Gova4e 'there yea a large gain for bilingual students coupled with
but still substantial gain for monolingual students; at

_ _getz_there was actnwrly a loss for bilingual*students and a sdbstattial
gain for monolingual students; and at Palm there was a substantial gain
foibiLingual students but an even larger gain for mondMingual students.

*These large andnon-SYstematic 4ions are extremely difficult to
account for, since they dd notGlcate any generel tendencies for
results at one school to be better or worse than results at any other
school, or for scores of bilingual students to be higher or lower than,
those of monolingual students. Since the results do appear tobe

Mr associated with rather specific combinationp of school and class type,
- 'it seems reasonable to conclude that; whatever effects onself-concept

existed were much more dependent on factors associated, with thede
specific combinations than on any generalized effect of the program.

Discussion of second grade results

Resultsfor/6-C-Ohd grade are reported in:Table 3. As was the case

in first gliade,'"the second grade restlti indicate some complei
interrelatonships which are not easily interpretable.- Unlike
kindergarten and first grades, -in second grade there was some si
-srariatian among schools. While scores for Allison, Govalle, and. Metz
averaged about the sane, scores for Palm students were consistently
lower.. Further complicating the pictiare is the observation that
differences between bilingual and monolingual students were not con-
sistent across the four schools. At Allison and Govalle, scores tended
to be higher for bilingual than for monolingual students, at Metz they
were about the same, while at Palm the scores were lower for bilingual,
_studnis than for monolingual students.

The absence=of a significant overall pre-post difference is somewhat
misleadingin this instance, because it tends to cover up the fact

, that there were both gains and losses in different combinations of
schOol and class type that balanced out to resalt in a net lack of
difference. In other. words, the situation is similar to that reported,
above for first grade, where gains folloired no general pattern but

*- were highly- specific to given combinations of school and class type.
In this case there were both gains and losses which, when averagid over
schools and class type, resulted in a net'gain of zero,for the second

' ...grade asia whole. There was a general tendency fdi,a differential

, pre-post change between' students in bilingual and monolingual classes.
That iS,while there was a substantial average gain for monolingual
students, fdr bilingual.students.there was an equally substantial

loss. Further, even this tendency was not common to all four schools,
as indicated by the Fact' that, at Allison,, there was a slight gain for

bilinleal students and a loss for monolingual students,

440.
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Analysis of Second Grade Primary Self-Concept
ory Total Test Soores

Views for R 1 groups .

gm* CLASS TYPE. N
4

PRE-TEST ITAN-

POST--
MT .MEAN -

AVM=
GAIN

Allison

Al. 1sal

Govalle

Govalle
_

Fetzg a

Metz

Palm

Pali!,

-Bilingual
.

Monolingual

Bilingual

Monolingual
.

Bilingual

Monolingual

Bilingual

Mnolingual

19

83

30

53

39

60

39.

19

. 1......"

14.58

1,29

15.30

13.83

14.87

14.9i

12.79

13.26

14:84

13.73

_Lii.30

14.112

14.41 '

15.15

11.79 ,

14432-

.26

-.56

-1.00

'.59

-.46

1.12

- 71"
1.06,

Total Grotto

,
366 14:12 - -

f

'14.12- ) _, ..o0

.

- ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Acnvr7 .

MEAN
squaRr df F P

(Between - Subjects Variance)

Schools
4

Class Type .

Schools by Class Type .

Error (Between)

(Within-Subjects Variance)

Trial -

.

81.12

.05

40.75

8.53

.00

2.22
.

116.64

16.08

ie'

-.

3

1

3

358

1

3
.

1

3

358 -

..

-

'9.52

.01

4.78

.00

A
12.59

4.34 _

.

<:.0001

..10

<01

>.10

>.10.

<.0001

<.01
tt,

'Scho'ols by Tr:ials

Class Tilly Trials

Schools by Class Type by Trials

Errdr (Within) " .-

_



Taken as a. whole, these results present a veri'complex and barely .
_interpretable picture. 11 should be kept in Lind that the major
process designed for improving_ alf-concept,vthe Human Development
program, was not implemented, so that there 0 actnalbr no reason to
meet avysifteral.improvement of self conipt for these students.
Moreover, because of this lack of leap I ation, there were no proces

data avallabe which might be used to acc...t for these differences. /

It seems, then, that the co8Plex and syatematic nature of the
results probably reflece4beraleek of ess implementation for
Improvement of self-Concept, with the observed differences between
and among schools and class type teing due to particular characteristics
of individual schools, teachers, aid?classes, more than to_characteristics
of the prOgram.

Comparisons ofbilimgual, team, and monolingual classrooms

A further series of analyses were performed to provide infoimation
relevant to one of the for decision questions of this evaluation.
Tbis question concerns the merit of having bilingual teachers team
up with monolingual teachers in order to provide Spanish instruction

to two classrooms instead of just one. That is, one bilingual
teacher and one monolingual teacher would trade classes for part of

: the dey.so that, all childze in, those two classes, would receive

. some instruction'in Spanish during the day. Students in both plassgs
could then be classified as bilingual, in the sense of having
received instruction in both Spanish and Pnglish. It was suspected,
however, that theme might exist some differences in the vas that
classes belonging to the bilingual,teechers and those belonging
to the monolingual team teachers were bandied indicating the desirabilty.
of making some comparisons between those two types of classes along

.vith monolingual classes. AccorAingly, additional analyses, similar
to those already discussed, were performed with the addition of a
third class type (team), defined by separating students who were in
a teem clast from the previously defined group of students receiving

bilingual instruction. Results of these analyses with respect to
specific comparisons among the three class types are repdrted in

Table 4.

1'
It can be seen from the data reported in Table 4 that there are no
consistent differences favoringstudentin bilingual classes over _

those in team classes. In fact, the scores for team Olgses tended to

be-slightly higher than those for bilingual classes, although the
observered gainS were very nearly equal. There is, however, same in-
dication that self - concept of students in monolingual classes tended
to imporve more than self concepts of.students in either bilingual

or team classes. This is especially apparent in. second grade, inhere

the scores df bilingual and team students- otually decreased fr6m pre-

to post-test,- while scores of-monolingual students increase slightly.
As discussed above, however, it is vtry difficult to make any con-
clusions based on these data beceuglt o: the lack of implementation
of activities spepifically related to self - concept.

442
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Table 4
4

Compar;kon,op Bilingual, Teem and Monolingual
- ClassraSmi on Self-Concept Test Scores

Kean Scores for Kindergarten
'Cases Type-* Pre-test Post-test Average Gain

Bilingual 12.04 . 12.74 .70

Team . 12.81 13.44
_
,

.63

his comparison is'based on scores of children at Allison
and Palm schools.. Since there vas no monolingual 'cinder:-
garter class at Palm, an appropriate comparison of bilingual
_and team classes with monolingual-classes could not be made.

Mean Scores for First Grade
Class Af- Pre-test 'Post-test Average Gain '

.4-..
r .

Bilingual 12.78 -13.25 .47

.

Teem 13.38 14.05 .67

Monolingual 12.86 12.86- .79

- Mean Scores for Second GrUde
ass s yot Pre-test Post -test Average Gain

Bilingual

k Team.

14.05

14.35

13.50

13.76

-.55,

-.59

lingual 13.79 114.16 .37

443
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Comparisons of gains on Primary Self-Concept Inventory -Subicales

)

A. final series of analyses was performed in an attemmt to pinpoint
more specific areas of students self-concept which may need to be
emphasized during the calming project year. These analyses were similAr

to those already discussed, butused the nine possible subseale scores
that can be derived from the test instead of just the total score. BA

, 'stets of these analyses, with respect to overall pre-to post-test
gains, are summarized in Table 5.__

There are some consistencies_ in these data which indicate the possibility
that there.. are some'specific areas of self - concept which may need
more Immhasis, as well as some areas in which scores are already as
high as can be expected. In the intellectual-Self Domain, mean scores
were,considtently higher than those in the other two domains in all
three grades. In fact, mesa scores on -both the Success and the Student
self scales were near to the maximum possible score of 3 points mn
both pre-and post-tedts in all three graded. This indicates that a
large naMber,Of the children were responding in the positive direction
to all three items on both of these scales. It should be noted however,
that there were slight, but statistically signifidant der34npg in scores-
for second grade students on both the Sdccess and the.Student-Self
scales. The difference is so slight that it' ay be of little practical
significance, since the post-test leans were still very high, but
the loss is noted here since it may indicate some slight negative
program effect that needs to be monitored during the coming school
year. :4

.

Scores were also very high. on the Emotional State scale, In most cases

these scores were almost as high as those on the two scales in the
Intellectual-Self.Domain Thus, children's perceptions of themselNes
tended to be very positive on the Emotional State, Success, and
Student-Self scales. To the extent that the Primary Self-Concept
Inventory provides valid measures of these feelings, it appears
that these specific Self-.concept areas are areas in which student's
feelings are already so positive that no extraordinary emphasis is
warranted. .

In the Social-Self Domain (Peer Acceptance and Helpfulness) and on
the Physical Size scale, mean scores were consistently lower than
they were on the Success, Student-Self, and Enotional State scales.
Thus, these three areas may be seen as areas in ch tore effort

maY need to be concentrated, even though pre-post sins were signi-

ficant in most cases. As has beep discussed earlier,Ahowever, d.

1 interpretation of these data is clouded by the fact tat the Human
Developtsent Program was not implemented, leaving no cause to expect
systematic gains or losses, as well as no process data to account
for these observed differences. Nonetheless, it does seem reason-

able to conclude that these three areas in which scores tended to be
ldw are areas td which special attention needs to be given during the
next project year. ,

vlo
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Table 5

Comparison cAGSins on Primary Self-Concept,
,Inventory Subscales'

'Kindergarten First Grade Second Grade

.

(44

Pre*

Meant

Post
Mean

*
Gain

Pre
Mean

-Post

Mean
*

Gain
Pre
Mean

Post
Mean

*,
Gain

. .

ical Siz.... . 1.55 1;79, + 202 1.91 -9" 1.97 1.77 -

Niocal State 2.45 '2.75 .1- 2.5742.67 + 2.76 2.80 0

Personal elf Domain 3.99 4.53. + 4.59 4.58 A 4.73 4.58

leer Acceptance 1.27 1.65 4 1.28 1.45 + 1.80 2.02 + -

4

Helpfulness 1.52 1.75 + .1.75 2.00 + 1.96 2.04 0

Social-Self Domain 2.79 3.40 + 3.03 3.42 + 3.77 4.07 +
.

Success 2.63 2.81 + 2.69 2.83 + 2.83 2.76 -

Student-self
.

2.47 2.65, 2.62 2.77 -4- 2.80 2.12 -

Intellectual -Self Domain ,5.11 5.46 5.32 5.60 5:64 5.48 -

= significant flcrease in mean score

0 = no significant pre-post change
- = significant decrease in. mean score

tab

Description of Scales

1. Physical Size: assesses the chiP's perception 'ofthis/her relative

physical size.

2. Emotional State: assesses the child's perception of his/her emotional
state, i.e., happy'or sad, angry or not angry

3. Personal -Seim Domain: the sum of scales 1 and 2, provides a more global
measuze of haw the child feels about,hirctelf

4. Peer Acceptance:. assesses the child's perception of his/her acceptance
by his/her peer group

5. Helpfulness: assesses the child's perception of binself/heftelf ii the
helper-helpee relationship

6. Social-Self Domain: the sum of scales 4 and 5, provides 'a. more global

measure of the cfiild's assessment "of his/her pier

relationships'

7. Success: assesses the child's perception of his/her tendenorto succeed

e
or fail in task - oriented pursuits -

8._ Student,self: assesses the child's perception bf his/h ability to conform

to classroom Ichavior expectations
-

9. Intellectual --Self Domain:* the suni of scales 7 and 8, pvides a more-global

measure .of the child's assessment of his'.

. intellectual self

-

445



In summary, the data obtained with the.Primary Self - Concept Inventory
Irresent an inconclusive picture with respect to the desired program
outcome of imprbved selfacondept. Yorstrojea students. There were
scantgailistor kindergarten students which were consistent across
all four schools and between both monolingual and bilingual students.
Results for first and second grades, 'however, indicated the observed
gains.or losses were more dependent on factors associated with specific
combinations of school and glass type than on any generalized prognmn.
effect. Comparisons.aMong students in bilingual.," team, and monolingual
classroom indicated_ nothing consistently favoring bilingual over eam
classrooms, although thei-e.vm some.indieation that, in second
students in mluallngual classes impromitheir self-concepts to a greater
extent than did students in either bilingual or team classes. F4nally,
comparisons among specific aubscales indicated that ,there were some
specific self-concept areas in which special emphasis needs to be given

'next,:year, as veil as other specific areas in which scores were quite

high.

1.
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,APPENDIX. W

INSTRUMENT REPO

a*

PIES -FAT IrM CHILDREN'S SELF CONCEPT SCALE

-

D'ate/Period of Administration:

Population:,

AAidnistered By:

Data Collected By:

S

,October, 1973; Key, 1974

*All Students in Project Elementary
Schools (Grades 3-6)

A
Classroom Tea rs

Office of Evaluation Staff
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DESCRIPTION OF PIERS SELF-CONCEPT TEST

Number of adminis rations of he instrument ve,

'

Two

DoCation of Administration

In the classrooms

Problems with the measure or with the administration which might

affect thetmliditysof the measure

Due to lack of special training, the test administrations in different-/

classes may have been conducted in differing situations. There is, however,

no documentation regarding,whether or not different administration con-

: ditions actually occured.

Training bf the administrators

None

Brief description of th4linstrument

The teat consists of 80 self-report items such as "I like being the way I

am" and 71 am slow in finishing my school work." The response to each item

is considered to be a description by,the pupil of some aspect of his/her

self-concept.
4 fr)

Developer of the instrument
c

Dr. Ellen V. Piers and Dr. Dale B. Harris

Development of the instrument

From an initial pool of items, those items which had"a reasonable large

*variance and which were successful in discriminating between high-scoring

and low scoring pupils were retained. The retained items were grouped into-

subscales as determined by a factor analysis of item responses.

Standardization of the instrument

- Standardization of the Piers - Harris had bees accomplished. However, the

test manual does not present standardization data in a manner which might

be useful.
.

-Reliability and validity of the initrument ,

.111V

Ender-Richardson Formula 21 coeffiaents reported in the ilbt manual range

from .7& to .93, with a median of the six coefficients reported beil* .895

and only one coefficient below 0.88.= Thus the interval consistency of the'

instrument appears to be quite acceptable. The validity data reported in

the manual is not as impressive or ss consistent. Correlations with similar -

self-report measures range from .68 to .64, while correlations with rat:

Jogs-by teachers and peers range from .49 to those not significantly

different frOm tcro.-4

?

W-2

448

11.



,

;

APPENDIX W

Analysis of Third Through Sixth Grade Self-Conceet Data,
- . .

.

In order to assess changes in project students', self concepts during the
year, the Piers - Harris. Children's Self-C4Fcept Scale was administered as
a pre and post test to all students in grades three through fiV'e and to
sixth grade students at Allan Junior High School. The basic analysis'of

' the data obtained consisted af_a_series of analyses of variance (one for
each grade) to determine the statistical significance of observed dif-
ferences among the four elementary schools, between students receiving
bilingual instruction and students receiving only English instruction,
and between pre- and post-testing (i.e., gain). Results of these ana-
lyses are reported in Tables 1 through 4.

Discussion of Third Grade Results

at-

Zn.third grade there was actually a significant decline in self-concept
test scores, as indicated in Table 1. The post-test mean over all school's
was 23/4 'saints lower on the post-test than it had been on the pre-test.
The effect appeared to be rather general across schools, with the excep-
tion of Allison, where there was a slight overall gain. Differences
Mien bilingual and monolingual students were neither large enough nor
cqnfistent enough to be considered significant. Taken as a whole, the
results for third grade do not support a conclusion that the programs
had any general,positive effect on third grade students' self-concept.

Disatsion of Fourth Grade Results

A much less clear picture of the data emerges from the fourth grade anal.
lysis, which is reported in Table 2. As in third grade, there was a-sig-
nificant overall decline in scores from pre- to post-test. HoweVer, there
were,also some other significant differenCes worthy of note. Although
there wds an overall 'decline in scores, most of that decline was accounted
for by students in monolingual classes. Refetring to Table 2, it can be
noted that in the four schools there were declines ranging from -1.42
(Allison) to -3.83 (Palm) for students in monolingual classes,.iniile
students in bilingual classes declined at only one school (Govalle). fi

appears, then, chat bilingual students tended-to maintain or improve their
of self - 'concept while monolingual students tended to become slightly

e negative. a

Also of interest to note is that the differences between bilingual and
monolingual students were not the same Wt the four athoolg At Allison,
monolingual students tended to have slightly higher scores thati bilingual
students, at Metz the scores were about the same for both groUps,.but at
Govalle and Palm the scores of bilingual students tended to be consider-
ably higher than the scores of monolingual students. There appears to-.
be no way to account for these differences in terms of anything having,
to ,do with the Bilingual/Bicultural_projec.t. They may be -cue to one of'
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Table 1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ITIRD_GRADE SELF CONCEPT SCORES

MEANS FOR ALL kkoots

SCHOOL
CLASS '

N ,

PRE-TEST
MEAN

POST-TEST
MEAN

AVERAGE
-GAINEYFS

. .

Allison

Al/isqn

Govalle

Govalle

)4etz

Metz

Palm

Pal=

Bilingual

Monolingual

Bilingual -

Monolingual
.

.

Bilingual

Monolingual

Bilingual

Monolingual-

36

64

11
.

69

42

47

42

35

_

.

_53.25

7.55.03.

.58.18

-52.29

54.33

57.57

58.14

53.19

57.80

54.18

52.30

'51.02

55.51

52.4$

34.71

-..0,6*

+2.77-

- -4..00
,

1(
-3.31

-2.06

-3.12

-3.83
.

-..:.

Total Group 346

il -

55.60.
-,

53.09 -2.51

Analysis of Variance
S6URCE

'MEAN

SOUARE -df F P

(Between- Subjects Variance)

,Schools ..Schools

Class Type

27.01

269.81

3

1

0.12

1.18

> .10

".> .10

.
_Schools by Class Type 418.25 3 1.83 ..10

Error (Between) ' 228.38
...

338 .

. ,

(Within- Subjects Variance)

trials .. 375.32 1 6.33 < .03

Schools by Trials -146.60 3 2.47 . <:.).0
. .

.

Claim Type by Trials 110.33 1 r. 1,86 >..10

...,

1144,57
, Schools by Class Typo by' 33.96 3 i;.10

Tr.:.als - .

Error ithin) - 59.29 33E

w. 11 5 0

dr-
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Table 2

ANALYSIS OF. VARIANCE FOR FOURTH GRADE'SELF CONCEPT SCORES,

MANS FOR ALL SCHOOLS '.

SCHOOL
CLASS
"LATE N

PRE-TEST.
MEAN,.

POSTTEST.'
-MEAN --

'

AVERAGE
'''GA.fli,

.09 . .

.

-1.42

--3:36"

-3.77 -

1.42

-2.27

3.48

-3.83

Allison -,
t -

A1fison

&walla.

.Govaile*

M4tz . .

Metz

Palm

a
Palm

,, , ,

. -

.,

.

.

441

'Bilingual -

Monolingual

Bilingual

ir'llonolinglal

Bilingual

Monolingual

.. ..../ .

Bilingual

Mbpetingual

44

88

22

61

21

'84.,

.

43

24

50.41
-

54.18

58.45

48:56

50.30

:.U..17

54.19.

,....,50.54

'

, .

..:.

, 50.50
.

.52.76

55.09

.
-44.79

..1.

51.52

48.90.

. 57.67 -

46.71
.

,

,

'

-----...-___

.

,

,

.

Total.GrOpp

.

'''387

k
'52:20 50.99 -1.21

- -Analysis of Variance -..

SOURCE

1----aAn
SOUARE df . s. ,44' P

. 1

(Between -Spiects Variance)
. .0
Schols*

1
--- Class Type

,.._

Schools by Class Type

-Error (Between): 0
.

(WIthin-Stibjects Variance)

.

,Triald

Schools by Trials .

Cliaa--Type by Trials .

I.

. Schools by'Class Type by
Trials . ,_

aEx,ror .(Within)
0 - S-

,

,

96.42

2086.38

1302.13 s.

273.01

o

210.92

91.46v

379.32

84/3/111/10
67.1141117111.

64

3

1

3

379

1

3

1

..

.

,

.

.

.

.

.35

7,,64

"4.77

'3.12

1.35

5.61
n.

1.25

.

-

,

.

.

:

.

;

.

t
>10

<.01 .

<.01 ..,

< :10
.

';>-.10

<.051'

.10
.
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_:tile other projects involved with these schools, or they maybe due.to..

variations in the =test adminiltration procedures. Although it might be

-of value to investigate these differences further to'determine their

_ causes, it remains that the more'important finding is that of _a signi-

ficant decline in self-Concept test scores which isaccounted for by

students in.monolingual classes.
. --

0
. . .r.

Miscusgian of, Gride Results
t

. .
._ ,

,,,,--,

- _

The fifth grade data reported in Table 3 are somewhat less complicated

than thifoprth'grade data. The pre-pop; differencesyas not significant,

indicating no real change in self- concept scores. There were however,

-. differinces asiongthe four schools in the amount of pre-Post gain. At

Allison ithd Metz there did appear to be real gain in self-concept, while

at Govalle and Palm the scores declined. On the wfiole, however, these

data are not indicative'of a substantial positive change in children's

self concepts.
.

Discussion of Sixth Grade Results

Ah Aa indicated in Table 4, the pre-post differences for sixth grade students

were insignificant. Scores for stuvients in the bilingual olasses were.sig-

.
nificantly lower than those of the monolingual students orloth pre- and

post-test. Thus, sixth grade results also fail tomprovide evidence of

positive effedts of the program on students' self &Incept.

Comparisons of Bilinzual, team-and Monolingual Classrooms

A second series of analyses performed toprovide information relevant

' to one of the major decision tions of this evaluation. This questioh

- -has to do with' the merit4of having bilingual-teacters team up with motto-

lingual teachers in order to provide Spanish instruction to two classrooms.

.instead of just one That is, one bilinguarand one monolingual teacher

would' trade classes 4r part of the day so.that all children in.those two

'classes would 'receive Soma instruction in Spanish -during the day. 'Students

'in both classes c' Thus, be classified as bilingual, in the sense of having,

received ins ontim both Spanish and English; It was suspected, however/L. '

that,there might exist somedifferenCes in the wayssthat classes belonging

to the bilingual tar ers and those belonging to the monolingual team teach-

ers were handled, lea g to the necessity of'making-same comparisons be-

-itween these two types of classes' along with regulailsoiolingual classes.'

In order to do this., an additional series of analyses, similar to tie

. first_series already 4scussed, were performed with the addition of a

third class type (team), defined by' separating students who were in a timr

class from the prellftwly defined group Of students receiving bilingual ins-

truction., Results of. these analyses for.eachgrade are summarized 4rt Table -

5.

The irate in Table 5 provide no indication that_the team arrangement was

harmful to those chIldreq involved, In third-grade, childrei fm team lass:-

rooms actually had someWket higher cores age.a slightly smaller pre- pitist,-

thantest decline did students
,, A

.in he.bilingualclassrooms; though their *-
.

scores were still somewhat lowet n hose of.students in monolingual, I

classrooms. In - - - - -r team.cljasses 'were Samar. t

4- 452, ,



Table 3

isHALISIS OF VARIANCE FOk FIFTH GRADE SELF CON7T SCORES

BEANS Fa. ALL SCHOOLS

- .

SCHOOL Agr--' N
PRE-TEST
SAN

BOST -TEST

MEAN
AVERAGE

: GAIN -

Allison

AI

Govallealle

Govalle:'

'Metz

Metz

.

Palm

Palm.

' Bilingual

'MonOlingual

, Bilingual

Monolingual'

Bilingual.

Monolingual

Bilingual

Monolingual

I

40

81

23

52

3n4-

53-

..,. 4'.y?

"41 '

.52.'45--'

51.15

53.06

54.13.

. 47.35

54.40

52.39

54.56'
N

-ci

ii

55.22

53.83

52.04 .

51.40

52.62

_54.51

dik
50.16

54.56

,.

-

..,-

2.27

2.18.

;..96

-2,73

5.27

.11

.-2.23

.00

f

.

.

'
.Total Group 362

..

'5E.49' 52.98 . .49

Analysis of Variance 1

SOURCE
-MEAN
S('.UARE df

,

F P

iBetween -Subjects Variance)

Schools

. Class, Type .

Schools by Class Type

Error (Between) .

(Within-Subjects Variance)

, Trialg .

Schools by Trials K

Class Type by Trials

Schodls by Class,Type by'
Trials

Error (Within') -

.

..

.

.26.37

380.41-

331,66

279.83

3a.48

212.97

57.37

97.09

59.12

,

.

- 3

1

3

354

1

ci3

1

3

354 S

w

''

-

.09

1'.36

1.18

.

,t..,

.65

3.60

'.97 -

1.64

.

.

'

.

IW .

>..10

> .10

>.10

.

> -.10

< .05

> .10

.>.10
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Table 4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SIXTH GRADE-SELF-CONCFT.5DORES

it. GROUP.MANS

,,,, .

4

.

.

N - PRE-TEST
- ...

_ POST-TEST
AVERAGE

GAIN

:Bilingual students 32 50.25 51:09 .84

-Monolingual students . 299 55116 55.01 -.25

i

1,,,,f-e.1 1.1".rniert WO/ c/L_5() Vi_AQ. - _ in

Analysis of Variance
SOURCE

MEAN :

SoUARE df F
.

Total * 190;82 481

Between 335.26 240

Gtaups 1105.06 I 3.33 <.10

Error (Groups) 332.04 239

Within . 46.98 241

. Tri s 1.30 1 .03 > .10

Group by als 16.56 1 .35 >510

Error (Trials) ,47.30. 239

W -8

454
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Table 5

COMPARISONS OF 'BILINGUAL, TEAM, AND MONOLINGUAL-
,

CLASSROOMS ON SELF- = CONCEPT TEST SCORES

NEAR SCORES IhcollTHIRD GRADE

CLASS TYPE PRE TEST POST TEST
AVERAGE'
GAIN

1,-Bilingual 53.06 50.63 -2.43

\-55.70 53.78 -1.92

57.05 56.00 -1.05

MEAN SCORES FOleFOURTH GRADE
.

.s.

4 4 AVERAGE

CLASS TYPE PRETEST POST TEST GAIN

814.41ngaut 53.83 54.74 .91

Team 50.87 53.47 2.60

Monotineual 52.36 49.73 . -%-2.63

i

$...

MEAN SCORES FO)FIFTH-GRADE

AVERAGE

CLASS_ TYPE PRE TEST POST TEST . , GAIN-

Bilingual . 18 52 97.
.

-.61-
% -

TeAm

-J.

51.63 52.24 - .61
.....

Monolingual 52.85 . 53.95 12. IC)
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what smaller than those of bilingual classes, but the average gain was
greater. In fifth grade the differencesoamopg the three class types
ware smairthat none of t4 three can 4be considered as better or

se than 'any of.the,others. On the whole, then, it appears that .

.dents in team classes do at least as well on this measure of self-
cept as do students in bilingual classes, thus gifting evidence

tive of continuing the team arrangement.

! Comparisons of Gainc on Piers-Harris Subscales

Since the analyses performed on the Piers- Harris total test scores do
not give any indication of significantly imprqfred self-concept over the
course of the year, a third series of analyse was performed in an at-
tempt to pinpoint more spedific areas of students' self-concept which.,

.

may need to be emphasized during the next project yeai. This series of
4, analyses was identical to the first one, but used the six possible sub-
,:scale scores that canbe derived from the test instead of just the total
score. Results of this.analysis are summarized in Table 6:

One somewhat surprising outcome.of this analysis is the indication that
there nay have been some specific areas of pelf- concept which actually
were affected positively. In third grade and in fifth grade, there were
significant pre - post- gains on the Anxiety subscale, 'Indicating that
students tende4d to be less anxious at the end of the year than at the
beginning. Moreover, there were also gains on the Anxiety scale in
fourti and sixth grades, although the gains were not statistically sig-
nificant. This provides further evidence of a trend for some reduction
of-anxiety over-the course of the year. There also was a significant

. -gain on the Happiness and Satisfaction seale-in'Tifth grade, but no trend
in the same direction indicated for the other three grades.

Perhaps more importantly, the significant decreases-in scores on the in-
teftectual and School meatus and the Physical Appearance and Attributes
scales in third and fourth grades deindicate particular areas in which-
additional emphasis needs to be given. That is, the significant declines
in the total score which were observed for both4third and fourth grades
can be attc±buted to the declines on these two scales. Thus, activities
which night be implemented in order to increase scores in these two
particular areas would probably also raise the toialscore, perhaps.to
the point of.representing an overall gain in self-concept.

itt sucnary, the data obtained with the Piers-Hartle Children's Self eoh-
cept-Scale present a basically negati4e picture with respect to the de-
sired outcome of,increased self-concept for project students. They do,
lawyer, indicate that students in team classrooms do to more poorly in
this area than do students in bilingual or monolingual classrooms.
74,1A1ly, comparisons besed on subscale scores indicate that there are
some specific areas of self-concept which need-special emphasis for the /

next project year, as well as other specific areas in, which some positive
results are 'indicated.

/".
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Table 6

COSPARLSONS OF GAM ON MRS-BA RRIS SUBSCAIZS
V

Bebailor

Intellect:6A &
School status

-Physica1_ppe.arance
StAtti des

Ariety**

Populariey

12.7 12.6 0 12.4 12,2 0 12.7 12.8 '0

13.1 12.3 - 11.8 11.3 -- 1e.9 10.9 0

6.4 - 6-.7 6.6 0

8.2 8.5 8.0. O. r 8.2 8,6

7.4 7.4 0 1 7.1, 7.2 0 7.6 7.7 0

6.3 6.3 0 6/3 6.3 0. 6.6 6.9 -1"- BOppirseSS Ego
-Satlsfaction

,

* 4,=.8-1.gaificant increase in mean scores,

0 = no significant pre-post difference -,
= significant decline in =earl scores;

** high score on this scale indicates low anxiety

451

SIETE GRAM
PRE

13..4 13.6

114 11.2

7..0 7.0

8,2 , 0

8,1 8./

7.0- 6.9

0
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